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mairi aim of this work,is two-fold: The primary dbject- 
é.is to bring out in somewhat simple. terms:'the essential 
wacter of Bradley’s dialectic. ‘To ‘that end, criticisrh of 
pidialectic i Isy for the most part, “cénfined' to a chapter. on 


iticism’ may not unduly: complicate exposition ‘of: the 
al docttine. \Perhaps it pught:to be said in passing 
the difficulties considered in that chapter are not the 
ly ones with which Bradleéy’s dialectic seems to me to be 
cted. They were selected for emphasis because some 
fection was unavoidable and ‘these difficulties seem. to 
twe been too generally neglected. 

A parenthetical few words may ‘be. called for .as to the 
ise in which the term “‘dialectic?’ is here:used., In some 
marters “dialectic” has been given a perverse significance. 
3 it ig frequently used to mean.what-is meant by “‘verbal’*. 
dine of argument that is considered to-be fo more than a 
tter of words’ is ‘dismissed as being “‘dialectical’’. ‘There 
would appear to be ho etymological justification for this 
sage, In its most radical sense, ‘‘dialectic?? means what is 
cant by “elucidation”, A dialectic is‘a method or way of 
timcidation: “The history of philosophy alone makes it 
Slear that there. are, diverse methods ofv-elucidation. But 
F Wegel,, and' Bradley after him, claim there can be.only one, 
Bithe-dialéctic of relational essence; what Bradley calls ithe 
élational way of thought’’. Bradley’s dialectic is his method 
Bot elucidation. 

“It is rather difficult to avoid the unpalatable conclusion 
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that those who, by virtue of temperament and training, 
are foreign to,any form of systematic Idealism, find it easier 
to call down criticisms -on Bradley’ than to.follow him. And 
that is no more than, natural, so long as the reader of a 
philosophy of Hegelian origins insists that it must square 

‘with Aristotelian logic. Hegel, and Bradley after him, 
repudiate the logic of contradictories and seek to replace 
it withthe dialectic of contraries, which they call the true 
logic. Bradley denounces the Law of Identity as being a 
tautology and therefore inane. He then identifies ‘the 
contradictory with the contrary, thus to proscribe the Law 
of Excluded Middle. . 

Now anyone who has, the patience to examine this repu- 
diation of the Law of Identity will seé that it is no'mere shift 
in doctrine. Rather it is a radical innovation ‘in principle. 
For consider: on this view there may be.no contradictories, 
as the contradictory is formulated by the Law of Non- 
contradiction. The Law of Identity being repudiated, the 
contradictory is identified with the ‘contrary. That is why, 
in a word, there is on this view a middle term. between any 
two co-opponents. And Bradley assumes, as would a thinker 
out of the tradition from which he largely :derives, that. 
Appearance, or, everything short of Absolute Reality, is in 
process. Thus.the middle term between any two differences 
is a moment of mediation in process, not a self-identical, 
static being. This moment of mediation Bradley calls rela: 
tion; and the terms ntediated he calls qualities. 

For several reasons this repudiation of the Law of Identity 
and the identification of the Contradictory with the Contrary 
entail the consequence that the identity of no matter what is 
“relational”. The theory of relational identity is the burden 
of the neglected chapter on Relation ahd Quality in Appearance 
and’ Reality. That neglected chapter of Bradley’s ‘“meta-. 
physical essay” is the subject of the first chapter of the 
present work. In that chapter it is brought out that quality 
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gad relation mutually contribute to constitute the identity 

af.each other. And this conception of relational identity as 

fue essence of the internality of relations in Bradley is con- 

ny asted with each one of the ten senses of “internal relations” 
which have been made out by Dr. Ewing. This is followed 

iy .a, brief chapter on Bradley's treatment of Space and 


Appearance. 

At the end of the chapter on Relation and Quality, Bradley 
ites. as follows, ““The reader who has followed and has 
asped the princjple of this: chapter, will have little need 
to spend ‘his time upon those which succeed it. He will have 
een that our experience, where relational, is not«true; and 
he will have condemned, ,almost without a hearing, the 
great’ mass of phenomena.” Accordingly, after reviewing 
Bradley’s treatinent of Space and Time, further considera- 
tion of the contrariety with which Appearance is infested 
“everywhere and always”, as' that is elucidated by Bradley 
dn the remaining chapters of Part I, ‘is omitted. Thus 
chapter III of the present work is concerned with the 
‘opening chapters of Part Il_-the Part of Appearance and 
‘Reality in, which emphasis is laid on degrees of Reality. 
‘Rradley’s arguments to his criterion of Reality, ahd the 
‘ways in which the dialectic of relation and quality yields his 
monism, are the main topics of this chapter’, which leads. us 
in chapter IV to the Internality of Thought and Reality. 
In this chapter Bradley’s conception of the nature of 
ought is considered in some detail. To that end, the work- 
ing of thought in and through stages of jndgément into more 
and more comprehensive degrees of Reality is emphasized 
in order to bring out the cardinal sense in which thought 
and Reality are internal to each other. In order that this 
conception of thought may be grasped, we must see the 
= source of thought -as being what Bradley calls ‘“‘the this” 
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and **the mine”, or virtual immediacy. For in Bradley’s view, 
thinking develops ott of virtual immediacy into “the ideality: 
of the finité”’ by virtue of the inherent self-transcendence of 
all psychical fact. Indeed, the “ ideality” of the finite is the: 
inherent self-transcéndence of the finite, in so far as that self- 
traviscéndence ig ideational in character. Moreover, the self- 
transcendetice of psychical fact is seen’ to be the véty process: 
of fission ih sentiencté by‘virtue of whicli differentiation or’ 
relation occurs. Thus, since thinking is the ideality of thé 


. finite, or moment of differentiation in expériencé, thihking 


is relational. The consummation of A process of thinkitrg: 
in judgement is the fulfilment ‘of a thought. This is achieved 
in a'synthesis df the initial content of the thought‘ within a- 
context of relations and qualities which differ frort -thosé 
wherein: the thought thus consummated itt jadgement had 
its In¢céption. ' \ 

Thes¢ considerations bring us to the coherence theory of 
ttath and Reality, which is the main concen of chapter V. 
The nature of ertor as the, relativd privation: of céherencé 
in judgement, and the sense in which error is both unteal ag 
a privation and real as some (however slight) degree ‘or 
other of coherence, até bfought out a$ a preface té Bradley’s: 
theory 6f truth. ; 1 

On that theory, a judgement is more or less tr'té as it i$ tore 


" of less self-coherent. And it is self-coherent to the degree 


to which it is internally related within the systematic Wholé 
that is réality. The cfiterion of truth is compr¢henXivenéss. 
‘Fhe more comprehensivé the scope: of the qualities -and 
relations that are the content of a judgement, the more fully, 
the judgement is true. 

The criterion of degrees of truth is likewise the éfitérion 
of degrees of Reality. An Appearance that is mote é6ni- 
prehensively self-fulfilling and self-fulfilléd than another 
appearance is‘the moré real. Questions ag to’ the expliéit 
sense in which judgerttients and appearance até thoré of 
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é coherent bring us to the principle of identity in differetice 
i¢h is the topic of the riext chapter. 

This ptinciple arises ‘out of the identification of the’con- 
adictory with the contrary, betweetr whose terms thefe is 
middle term. This miiddlé term is thé momeht of media- 
n, differetttiation, of partial idexitity between and ‘in the 
ferns thug mediated. The principle of identity in difference 
8 the principle of the diafécti¢ of relatiori and quality. For 
he momént of mediaticn—the middle térm—is thé moment 
‘of differentiation tHat is'relatibn. And the térms ttiediated 
re the qualities that are thus related. 

» Sirice Appearance is evérywhere and alwiys relational, — 
4nd the Absolute may riot be a tefm in rélation drid remain 
solute, Bradley’s ‘rélationa? dialectic poses a questior! 
as to what * may be the relation’ of Appearance to ‘Reality. 
E That question ‘is exdrhined in chaptér VII, on the relational 
@and thé Absdlité, which is followed by a chaptet on some 
f basic difficulties in Bradley’s dialectic. These difficulties 
f converge oni the: radical poirit it? principle that, for Bradley, 
ideritity if relational (in his senge of the tefin), not absoltite 
or tauitological, as in A is A. And that brings us to the sécortid 
a, main objective of this wark. a 
& That aim is, in a word, to point out the disjunction between 
iddntity as telational, ahd idéhtity as an absolute A is*A. 
Since identity may nof be both rélatidtial and absolute: 
sincé we thay not/both affirm and deny the Law of Identity: 
this is trily a disjunction, not a pair’ of altérriatives: 

It is A netessary condition of any coherent understanding 
of the dialectic, and of the concrete ‘univetsal which it 
¥': elucidates, that fhe notion éf-relationak identity, or identity! 
int differerice, bé borné in’ thind. For uriless it be ‘understdéd 
that by contradiction Bradléy means what (to a ’for- 
Hegelian) is meant by contrariéty, only bethuséd irrélevari- 
) Ciés, such as Dt. Bréad’s monstrous assertions about Bradley’s 
7 | theory of relatioris, can tésult. Arid moreover, uriless tHaf 
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cardinal point in principle be taken into account, a necessary 
condition of an understanding of the relational way of thought 
in any of its expressions, whether dialectical, political, or in 
economig¢s, is thus ignored.. 

Something strangely like a creed of exclusive party 

loyalty seems to’ have infected students of ‘philosophy in 
some quarters. The doctrinaire bigotry thus engendered is not 
the less deplorable hecause it professes to be intellectual. 
As a consequence of this single-minded devotion to non- 
Hegelian modes of .philosdphy, otherwise sensible men, 
who have avowedly steered clear of Hegel,. take his name,in 
vain with some. abandon. These same men apparently 
sit down: to tead: Appearance and Reality upon thé thoughtless 
assumption that its major doctrine could only have originated 
on either or both sides of Didcot Junction. Thé misunder-, 
standings that result from such cavalier procedure have 
made-Bradley, in these same quarters, a synanym for non- 
sense. ae : 
Yet the dialectic that Bradley calls “the relational way of 
thought” formulates a mentality—an almost hopelessly 
romantic way of imagination and evaluation—that is abroad 
today in force, and we badly need to take account‘of it. 

This commentary was commericed some,eleven years ago 
during a memorable and very pleasantsojourn at Balliol. 
Since then, it has been recast several times, and each time 
the more severely limited in scope and detail in an endeavour 
to arrive at a comparative simplicity of treatment. The 
reader will find that Bradley’s theory of relations is re- 
iterated at'certajn junctures in the course of the com- 
mentary. In view of the basic significance of that theory 
in Bradley’s dialectic, some repetition, of it in certain 
contexts was deemed advisable. : 

The work owes more than: could be even indicated to the: 
Seminar of the late Professor H. H. Joachim on Hegel, and 
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p Bradley, which it was my good fortune to attend through-, 
ht two years. It owes no less to the tutorial skill and kind: 
s of Mr. J. D. Mabbott. of St. John’s. And it owes thuch 
} the benevolent ministrations of the late Professor J. A. 


erils lurking and working in the writings of his friend 
dley would have aroused the curiosity of a Bourbon. 
acknowledgement of gratitude in this regard could énly 
RE SO inadequate as to be virtually meaningless. 
& Students at Harvard, in the Seminar on, Metaphysics 
ith’ which I ‘was charged during a visiting Lectureship in 
35, Zave.me many helpful criticisms of parts of the essay 
‘it stood at that time. In that connection, I am par- 
picularly itdebted to Dr. Milton Gross, now of Columbia 
eIniversity, 
f As! in many other ways, I am gratefully! and deeply 
ndebted for critical instruction in systematic Idealism to 
iscussions over’ a period of years with my colleagues, 
fessor G, Watts Cunningham and Dean George H. 
abirte, as well as with Professor W. R. Dennes, of the 
a Iniversity of California. These friends were.also kind enough 
to criticize the work in manuscript-form. 
wish to express my gratitude to the Oxford University 
ress for their kindness in allowing me to make extensive 
puotations from Bradley’s works. 
Ml R. W. CG. 
SANTA BARBARA, 
December, 1940 
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“But I clearly recognize that, if 
Not-A were taken as a pure negation, 
no compromise would be possible. 
You would then have to choose be- 
tween the axiom of contradiction and 
the dialectical method.” 


? 


F. H. BrRapLey 


CHAPTER I 


The Dialectic of 
Relation and. Quality 


I 

In the course of the first three chapters of his ‘‘metaphysical 
essay”, Appearance and Reality, Bradley reathes a conclusion 
that is fundamental to his.entire metaphysics. This conclu- 
sion; moreover, is valid for, and is variously. illustrated by, 
the several arguments which constitute the succeeding 
chaptefs of Part I of that essay. “The reader who'has followed 
and has grasped the principle of this chapter (Relation and 
Quality), will have little need to spend his time upon those 
which succeed it. He will have seen that our experience, 
where relational, is not frue; and he will have condemned, 
almost without a hearing, the great mass*of phenomena. Tne: 

Bradley arrives at the principle that-is expounded inthe 
chapter on relation and quality by way of an examination 
of the distinction betwéen primary and secondary qualities, 
and that between substantive and adjective; two of “the 
many ways in which we try to understand the universe.” 
However fundamental, or however fodtless for such an 
attempt these ways be deemed, is a matter of ‘but little 
moment, in Bradley’s view. “From whatever point we had 
begun ° We should have found ourselves entangled in the 
same puzzles, and have been led to attempt the same way 
of escape.” This way of escape is afforded by the principle 

* Unless it is otherwise indicated, all numerical references are to 


Appearance and Reality,.2nd edn., Oxford University Press. 
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of the internality of relations. Bradley arrives at this 
principle in chapter III of Part I. In Part II of Appearance 
and Reality the internality of quality and relation turns out 
to be the Janus-faced principle at once of Appearance and 
of degrees of Truth and Reality. « ; 

Bradley takes it that the distinction between primary and 
secondary, qualities is made.in order to reconcile changing 
appearances with. a belief in a .changeless reality. This 
distinction is “easily disposed of.” For those who make it 
admit that qualities appear only as conditioned in their 
existence. How, then, may we expect to say anything at all 
about .qualities alleged to, be ‘unconditioned, as are those 
designated “primary” jand “independent’’?? To call the 
thanging and relative qualities “appearance”, in .contrast 
with. a reality that is alleged to be permanent and absolute, 
is to accomplish nothing at all: for nothing jis actually re- 
moved from existence by -being labelled “appearance”. 
“What appears is there, and must be dealt with; ... 729 
Moreoyer, extension, taken as,devoid of secondary quality, 
is inconceivable: ,it “cannot be -presented, or thought of, 
except as one with qualjty that is secondary,’4 The alleged 
reality. of extension, as something: independent. of the 
qualities called secondary, is thus seen, Bradley thinks, to 
derive from a distinction in theory that is repelled by, fact. 

Then again, the line of reasoning by which the qualities 
called secondary are alleged to deserve the name; holds 
with no less force of those qualities that are distinguished 
as being real in their own right, This means, to give the 
main point ,here but ,one illustration, that the example of 
the square tower which looks round at a distance, illustrates 
the conditiqnal character of perceived extension quite as 
well as the example of the piece of wax illustrates the in- 
constancy .of the ,temperature, odour, and colour of wax. 
Taken as a serious attempt at even a partial view of experi- 
ence, any doctrine on which anything like the distinction 
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between: primary and secondary qualities would bé a valid. 
distinction between reality and appearance can ‘hardly: 
survive even aight attack of Berkeleian criticism. ‘ 

iThe distinction between the substantive and the adjective, 
to which Bradley turns next, also is found .to be ofmo avail 
as.a satisfactory -way of:interpreting our experience. ‘We, 
may ¢hke the familiar instance of a lump of sugar: 'This is 
a thing, and it has properties, adjectives which qualify:it: 
It,is for. example, white} and ‘hard, and: sweet: ‘The 
sugar, we say, is all that; but what the is can réally mean 
seems doubtful.’?+6 A lump of sugar plainly is-not any one, ’ 
nor yet any set, or group, of its qualities. »It is neither 
sweetness, taken alone, nor is it that quality and whiteness, 
and hardness; etc., taken in bare conjunction..® ” The 
view that: “the secret of the thing’’}® lies in the/co-existence> 
of these adjectives'“‘in a: certain way”, 16 wholly fails to dis- 
cover any: real unity existing in and -throughout them. 
Either the nature ofa lump of sugar is exhdusted ‘in the 
sum of the co-existing adjectives which are in ‘question, or 
that nature involves ‘a substantive which is their persisting 
unity. Yet where, or how, is this substantive to be found ? 
A substantive would be that which may not be ‘a predicate. 
And whatever: appears, it would seem, may be predicable 
of something -else. ' 

Sé much as this may suffice to indicate why ‘Bradley 
concludes here that “we can discover no real unity existing’ 
outside these qualities, or again, existing’ within thém.”!6 
He proceeds to suggest an alternative:to any’ further search 
for a satisfactory conception of substance.’ On this alternative, 
the qualities which constitute a thing’are‘héld: together; not? 
by a substance in which they would: inhere, but rather by 
their relations. “One quality, ‘A, is in'relation with another" 
quality; B. But what are we to understand by ‘is’?’’!? Surely 
not that “being in relation with B” is (iderttical with) A. 
Bradley does not ‘here distinguish between ‘the’ “is” of 
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identity and the “is” of predication. For where there is 
no degtee of identity in the constituent terms of a judgement, 
those terms stand .together in bare conjunction. As so 
arranged, the terms would be related quite externally, the 
one to the other, were such an external relation possible 
at all. Since, as we shall find Bradley urging in detail, any 
external relation. whatever can only fail to relate its alleged 
terms, the “‘is” of predication, taken as a (verbal) sign of 
conjunction, is ruled out by the rejection of all merely 
external relations. 

Yet, in the judgement, ‘‘A is in relation with B”, we surely 
do not mean that “‘being in relation with B” is A. Neither 
do we mean that “being in relation with B” is different from 
A., “And we seem unable to clear ourselves from the old 
dilemma. If you predicate what is different, you ascribe to 
the subject what it is not; and if you predicate what is not 
different, you say nothing at all.’”!7 Any conception’ of the 
thing on‘which it is a substantive complex of related qualities 
will thus fail,to elucidate both the way in which the qualities, 
may be predicated of relations, and relations may be predi-, 
cated of qualities, 

The way to resolve this dilemma, it may be suggested, 
is an evident and simple one: let us regard the relation of 
inherence as an external relation. In thus taking “‘is” to be 
the sign of a relation that is’separate from, or independent 
of, its terms, we cease to regard that relation as being in any 
sense inhefent in the terms it's said to relate. ‘Let us abstain 
from making the relation an.attribute of the related, and 
let-us make it more or less independent. “There is a relation 
Cin which A and B stand; and it appears with both of them.’ 
But here again we have made no progress. The relation C 
has: been admitted different from A and B, and no longer 
is predicated of them. Something, however, seems to be 
said of ‘this’ relation C, and said, again, of A and B. And 
this something is not to‘ be the ascription of one to the 
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other. If,so, it would appear to be. another relation, D, in 
which C, on one side, and, on the other side, A and B, 
stand. ‘But such a makeshift leads at once to the infinite 
process.”*27 18 Qn this alternative, the phtase “‘stand in” 
takes the place of the term “‘is”. Now we say not, “A is in 
relation with B,”’ but rather, ‘“‘A.and B stand in relation G.” 

And so the question is raised as to the meaning of the 
phrase “‘to stand jn” as that phrase is used in this state- 
ment. For, to say that A and B “stand in” a relation C, 
would seem to say something about A, and B, and C. ‘And 
this something is not to be the ascription of one to the 
other.”* For, by hypothesis, any conception of.a relation 
as inhering in its terms is excluded on this alternative. Still, 
it may be urged, the fact is that the phrase in question adds 
nothing to the meaning of the statement “A and B stand ina 
relation C.”? For that statement refers to no more than the 
relational complex A C B. That C relates A and B is a 
matter of fact which neither can nor need be explained. 

On such a view of the matter as this, the relation C would 
be conceived of as quite independent of its terms. For ta say 
that those terms (or any others) stand in that relation (or,in 
any other), we are told, is not to say anything about A, C, and 
B: it is to say merely that we have A, and C, and B: where 
“and? is the enumerative, not the.conjunctive “‘and”’. This 
being so, C is not even conjoined with A and B. It is quite 
independent of A and B. And as thus independent, the 
so-called relation C might as well be enumerated with 
other independent relations, such as R, and R’. For, as 
independent, the relation C requires no-terms that it may 
be a relation. To such a relation, terms would be‘accidental: 
it could have no terms at all and still be a relation; for it is 
something that has its being independently of all terms. 
Yet this something is merely verbal. For to speak of a relation 
that is without terms is,to speak of a relation that relates 
nothing, and so is not a relation at all. 
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But why:take it, one may ask, that the relational complex 
A CB is‘exhaustively described in and through an enumefa- 
tion of its constituents, regarded’ as ‘merely: independent? 
To be sure, it may bé said, A, and C, and B are independent 
of one another: yet they are so only in’ the sense that ¢ach 
one is what it is in its own right. The term A is A absolutely, 
rather than relatively; and that is all it means to say that 
Ais A ‘indépéndently of all else. The intritisic self-identity 
of A, of Gy and of B,’is not theif sepatation from one another. 
For: in the relational complex A C B you have A and B 
related by: C. In other words, in the enumeration, A, and 
C, and B, the “and” is’ the conjunctive: not merely the 
enumerative ‘‘ahd’’. 

‘Such-an objection only raises all over again ‘the question 
which: we ‘have Been trying unsuccessfully to evade. For we 
must eithér deny 6r else affitm that this*conjunctive “and” 
coritributés to constitute the relational compléx in question. 
If our attitude be that of dénial, we are léeft with the bare 
complex AC B,-whose constituents éan only be enumerated. 
But if, on the Other hand, we -affirm that A C B aré con- 
joined, ther they are ‘conjoined soméhow, and not merely 
compresent. ~ J 

Moreover; to say that ‘the constituents’ of the relation’l 
complex’: C B art conjoined, is to’say something miore than 
that there is the rélatiohal complex A CB; for it is to. say 
something about those’ constitdents, viz., that they ate” con- 
joined. “‘Sométhing, however, seems to be sdid of this fela- 
tion-C;; and said, again, of A and B.-And this soiféthing is‘not 
to be’the ascription of one'td the othér. If so, it would‘apptar 
tobe another relation, D, in which G, on one sitle, and on 
che other sidé,-A and By stand. But such'a makeshift leads at 
once to the infinité-process. Thé’ new relation can be pte- 
dicated in no Way of GC, ‘or A and B; and hehe’ we must have 
recourse td a'fresh’relation, E, which comes between D Arid 
whatever we had before: But this-must lead td’ ‘another, F; 
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ang so on,, indefinitely. Thus the problem is.not' solved: by 
taking relations as independently real.’:}? The.selation -C, 
regarded. as quite independent of its terms, A and:B;-is.then 
viewed as being merely compresent -with themu:As thus 
independent, C does not require: A: and 8, or.any.. othen 
terms, that'it may-be a relation. Hence-C. would be:a relation 
were it without any terms at all. And yét a:‘‘relation’’ that 
relates nothing, is surely.no more than a mis-use.ofthe word. 
isthe, attempt: to take relations,:as reab:independentl}.0f 
their terms, while at the same itime their: “‘connexity:?,istheld 
to be. their. being joined with their. terms, also iis futile.-For. 
either this {being. joined. with’ is something more-than the 
independent.irélation, or else{we are back where we were 
before? Yet-it is:precisely this ‘isomething more” fon which 
the notion-of,independent: relations cannot provide...And 
80, ,in .a foredoomed..attempt to supply the deficiency, 
another .independent relation is‘posited, in thé relational 
complex.jBut:this:too can only. fail to relate; hence the infinite 
process, and 'we- are forced:,to sees When werreflect; that 
a relation standing! alongside of .its terms i) a, délusion/?.3¥. 
The attempt to understand, experience through. thé; notion 
of the thing.and dts qualities breaks down, n6:less-when-the 
thing is taketi a8 a set of qualities related by ar independent 
relation, than when a, thing isitaken to .consist:of qualities 
inhering in a ;substance, of which md} positive. definition, 
or‘descriptiony can be given: ': tw' oo: 4 ta ot oF 
In view of the fact that Bradley's argument to his rejection 
of -external relations has been: taken'!for.,and..quoted, from, 
as, his positive theory’ of relations (as,.fon example,. by:!Dr. 
Broad !and Dr. Ewing), it:may be.well: at this juncture to 
point: out thatisuclhi is, not. the case. ‘Fhecconclusibn ofi-the 
argument in’ question is negative;'and the text of it,is part 
of, the ,chapter ion, Substantive and Adjective; notoof the 
following chapter. on-Relation. and Quality, in which.the 
basic content of Bradley’s theory of relations is brought out. 
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Bradley thinks it will be “evident” that the problem dis- 
cussed in the chapter on substantive and adjective “‘really 
turns on the respective natures of quality and relation.’’?4 
The notion of a substantive and its adjectives proves to be of 
no avail: that of a’ relational complex raises the ‘question, 
what, if not a relation independently real, may relate the 
qualities of a complex ? ‘t 

At the.outset of his elucidation of the meaning of “‘rela- 
tion” and “‘quality’? for his essay in metaphysics, Bradley 
foreshadows his main conclusion in that regard. ‘Our con- 
clusion briefly will be this. Relation presupposes quality, 
and quality relation. Each can be sgmething neither together 
with, nor apart from, the other; and the vicious circlé in 
which they turn isnot the truth about reality.’ In follow- 
ing Bradley’s main arguments to this conclusion, it may make 
our course the easier if we remind ourselves that Bradley, 
in his Logic, is constrained to reject ‘any view of identity as 
absolute, and to adopt a theory of identity in difference. 
That.conception of identity is to be the topic of a subsequent 
chapter. Nevertheless, the fact that Bradley denies the Laws 
of Identity and Non-Contradiction, as those laws are under- 
stood on an Aristotelian Logic, is fundamental to the nature 
of his dialectic. For that reason, it may be well to consider 
the point, albeit briefly, at this juncture. 

In the Logic, Bradtey writes: ‘“‘The principle of Identity 
is often stated in the form of a tautology, ‘A is A’. If this 
really means that no difference exists on the two sides of the 
judgement, we may dismiss it at once. It is no judgement 
at all. As Hegel tells us, it sins against the very form of judge- 
ment; for, while professing to say something, it really says 
nothing. It does not even assert identity. For identity without 
difference is nothing at all. It takes two to make the same, 
and the least we can have is some-change of event in a self- 
same thing, or the return to that thing from some suggested 
difference. For, otherwise, to say ‘It is the samte as itself’ 
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would be’ quite unmeaning. We could not even have the 
appearance of judgement in ‘A is A’, if we had not at least 
the difference of position in the different A’s; and we can not 
have the reality of judgement, unless some difference actually 
enters into the content of what we assert.” * 

Any genuine judgement, we are then told, will assert 
unity in diversity, not the barren identity of the tautology 
“A is A”. Judgement may not exist in the absence of either 
the differences or the unity. Unless the different constituents 
of a judgement are in some sense united -in it, there is no 
judgement but, at best, an association of ideas. And unless 
it be differences that are said to be in union there is no judge- 
ment, but rather the utterance of mere, tautology, and so 
no movement in thought at all. 

If the formula of judgement may not be A is A, no more may 
it be A is B. For in this latter form, we assert (it is assumed) 
that A is identical with, or strictly the same as, B. Therefore 
we are confronted by a:.dilemma:.on the one alternative we 
assert about A nothing .at all; on the other, we say that A 
is what it is not—viz., B. 

The error that sustains this dilemma and from which it 
derives may be brought to light by considering the nature of 
the contradictory. “We have to avoid, in dealing with Con- 
tradiction, the same mistake that we. found had obscured 
the nature of Identity. We there were told to produce 
tautologies, and here we are by certain persons forbidden to 
produce anything else. ‘A is not not-A’ may be taken to 
mean that A can be nothing but what is simply A. This is, 
once again, the erroneous assertion of mere abstract identity 
without any difference.”{t That assertion is erroneous 
because jt’ rests upon the assumption of pure negation. In- 
deed, that false assumption is at the -basis of the entire 
erroneous matter. For: the assumption that A simply is not 
B brings us ineluctably to the conclusion that A is A, irrespec- 


* Logic, and edn., p. 141. + Ibid. p. 146. 
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tive’ of its relations. And that conclusion entails the above- 
mentioned dilemma. ». s 6 

For this reason, antorig several others, there can ‘be»no 
place in logic for the notion of mere ‘negation. ‘The con- 
tradictory idea, if we take it in a merely negative form, must 
be banished from ldgic. If not-A were solely the negation 
‘of-A; ‘it would be an assertiér without'a quality, and would 
‘bé a'denial without anything’ positive to serve ag its ground. 
A something that is orily not something else, is a relation 
that termindtes‘in an impalpable void, a reflection. thrown 
upon empty space. It is a mere nonentity which can not be 
real.”* In short, mere negation is groundless verbiage. 
Every significant negation presupposes a positive ground. 
We can not and do not deny 4 predicate of a nothing; rather, 
we'deny it:of'a subject on the ground ‘that this subject pos- 
sesses:a quality which is in¢ompatiblé with 'the predicate 
of our negative judgement. 

Thus, for Bradley, the negative judgement ‘does not express 
dare otherness, or mere negation, between the: terms of 
which there would be no middle ground. Hence’ Bradley 
denies that the! logical form éf the ‘contradictory; within 
‘which no middle term‘is possible, ‘and the logical form of the. 


-contraty, within which a middle'term is always at least 


‘possible, are distinct; and the largely identifies them. 
“But then this positive ground, which is the basis of negation, 
is not contradictory. It'is merely discrepant, opposite, ‘incom- 
patible. It is only contraty.?*  ¢ Mee 
Thé notion of the contradictory, ‘as that term is customarily 
understood with reference to the square*of opposition, must 


*be’bartished from logic. The'contradictory means very lat'gely 


whatiis ‘theant by ‘the contraty. No rulé'that would compre- 
hehd the’ scope of the contraty’could be formulated.’ For 
“contrary opposition is! indefinitely: plural: ‘The number of 
qualities that are‘discrepant or incortipatible with A, can- 
* Ibid., p. 12g. 
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not be-determitted -by-a general rule: It is possible-of course 
ito define a contrary’in some'sense which will limit the usé 
of the term; but for‘ ldgical~purposes this customary restric- 
tion is nothing ‘but:lumber. In logic the'cdnttary should: be 
simply the discrepant.”* The contradictory-is in the main 
une with the contrary; and that-is simply the distrepant. 
‘Thus, wherever ‘Bradley writes of a-relationaf situation’ as 
being selfcontradiétoty he means*hot what a readersteeped 
in the Aristotelian’ tradition would érroneously ‘take *him to 
‘mean; rather, hte’ means’ that the ‘terms and relations ‘ih 
question are‘respectively ‘contraries, and that by virtue of 
thesé contratieties'Ithe relational ‘situation is self-discrepant. 
It-may help to: Avert-anothier misunderstanding ‘if,:at’ this 
juncture, ‘we pause to ask how we ‘are to take the term 
appearance”, as used by Bradley. Isit the name of a static 
veil: of qualities and relations: which stands betweeri us and 
the'really real‘? Now it-will be recalled that there is a:tradi- 
tion’vh whieh whatlis in becoming’ is appearance arid’appear- 
ance is: what is in becomiitig. 'Readers"of Bradley will recall 
how he'writes of an ‘infinite process in relations; ofa 
“principle of fission which conducts us td no end,”?* ‘af 
relations that'“break out”,!and “fall bétween”’ qualities in 
appearance; and of'a-“‘what” being ‘in collision” ‘with 
afiothet such. Agdin, appearance is’ “‘taken’ up ‘into” -the 
eternal: Absolute. “Thiése*samiples of Bradley’s idiom’ could 
easily be multiplied ad Hauseam: If dhe were-td take it that, 
‘for Bradley; “appearance” is the rlame of a’static’ veil, one 
would ‘have’ tb’ ‘take this*idiom 'as'‘mere metaphor. Ir the 
‘static there’ may be ricither process, infinité or otherwise; 
nor fission whether endless ot not: The ‘static éx¢ludes 
whatever might “break out??)or ‘fall’? nd matter where; or 
be*in 4 “collisidn’”. Ahd'to thke Bradley as-writing meta- 
physical ‘irrelevance: 'would ‘be to'beg'the' qutstion! of thee 
‘meaning ofthis writing altogether. Appedrahce'is‘not static: 
rt Py reared rial pid tg, ragll rote mos og Ty 
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rather appéarance is in becoming; in it there is, Bradley 

i finds, an infinite process, an unending fission, in and through 

, which relations do break out and fall between qualities. As 
i contrasted with the eternal, self-identical Absolute, appear- 

{ 4 ance is what is becoming. 

On the view that identity’is absolute, the question as to 


1; | how self-tonsistent judgements about becoming may be 
Te i made is, to be sure, an old one. If A is A absolutely (rather 
ti i than relatively), it is-hard to see how A could become Y, 

I . For in the course of the process A, Ay, Ayy, ... Y, there 


: i | would finally be a point at which A is no longer A, and is 
not yet Y. On a view of,identity as absolute, there could be 
Ai, no middle term in and through which the contradiction in 
ie ; judgements about change might be sublated. In -Hegel’s 
| 3 ‘smaller Logic the initial middle terfn is becoming; i.e. the 
it synthesis of being and non-being. “Being is the notion 
ia implicit only’: no case of mere being-is to be taken alone, 
-but only as the contrary of non-being. The resulting alterna- 


L 4 tion in thought between being and non-being discloses itself 
| 4 as a.process of becomihg determinate, and go we find these 
| primary contraries taken up into the category of Becoming. 


1° Bradley not only rejects Hegel’s “‘ballet of bloodless 
categories’, he findsthe dialectic of contraries incompetent 
I 4 to achieve a self-consistent elucidation of the two contraries 
a | i that are for him the characteristics of Appearance everywhere 
and always; viz-, quality and relation. Now, for reasons to 
I which we proceed, should we attempt to illustrate Bradley’s 
oa conception’ of relation by thinking of a relation defined as 
a universal that requires at least two particulars for its 
i. illustration, our attempt could only be irrelevant. And were 
a sense-quality, thought of as self-identical, taken to illustrate 
Bradley’s view of quality, this again would be a mistake. 
For self-identical relations and qualities may not become; 
they are what they are. Therefore they may not be taken 
as illustrations of Bradley’s. view of relation and quality. 
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On that view, “quality” is the name of any moment of 
experience wherein immediacy is dominant and differentia- 
tion is recessive. The main point here may be illustrated 
by the process of cell-fission. If we attend mainly to the 
new cells that are thus emerging, what is then most immediate 
or qualitative will be dominant in our experience. If, on the 
contrary, our attention emphasizes the mediation or differen- 
tiation thus in process, then relation will be dominant, 
while quality is recessive. 

Thus conceived of, ‘“‘Qualities are nothing without réla- 
tions: In trying to exhibit the truth of this statement; I will 
lay no weight on a considerable mass of evidence” :? all that 
evidence, indeed, which goes to show how qualities are’ 
varied in fact by changes in their relations. “But I will not 
appeal to such an argument, since I do not see that it could 
prove wholly the non-existence of original and independent 
qualities.” 22 Instead of an appeal to extensive matters of 
fact, Bradley proceeds to offer a demonstration a priori. 

Any attempt to arrive at a relationless quality by abstrac- 
tion could only fail. The process’ of abstraction is a process 
of differentiation, and so that process, like any other, is 
relational. 

Again, we should be thwarted were we to “appeal to a 
lower and undistinguished state of mind, where in one feeling 
are many aspects. . . . I admit the existence of such states 
without any relation, but I wholly deny thére the presence 
of qualities’’.2? For these felt aspects are not qualities if they 
are quite undifferentiated, and if they are differentiated, 
then, by that very fact, they are related. “In short, if you go 
back to mere unbroken feelings, you -have no relations and 
no qualities. But if you come to what is distinct, you get 
relations at once.’?? Where there are no distinctions in 
feeling, there are no qualities: where there are qualities, 
there are distinctions; and, by that very fact; relations. 

To this, Bradley thinks it will be answered that though 
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the process of distinguishing ‘qualities: be relational, still.that 
process of making these distinctions is not essential to the 
qualities thus distinguished. Jt will be acknowledged, Bradley 
thinks, that, “‘as yoy say,, what is, different: must ,be distinct, 
and in consequence, rélated.”?2% 23 But, it will be objected, 
the relation that is the process of making. distinctions does. 
not, belong to the qualities that result. They;are differentiated 
by relations which depend in no wise,on the respective 
characters of the qualities they relate. And.so these qualities 
and their relations are in ng,serse determined or conditioned 
by each other. Moreoyer, these’ qualities, though different 
from each other; ,are different, intrinsically, -each-,one in its 
own inalienable right. Pe oe Cay) hs 
; For such ,reasons..as these; it. may be urged that relation+ 
less: qualities may, exist in, abstraction. For- the;process, of 
abstraction, even though dt -be;-relatiqnal, is not essential 
to the quality abstracted, And the quality itself‘is‘not altered 
by being: abstracted. “But. such’ an. answer. depends on the 
separation of, product from process, and this separation seemis 
indefensible. The qualities,. as.distinct, are niade‘so, by van 
action.:which is admitted to imply. relation. They are wzthade. 
so, and, what is more, they are emphatically kept -so..,And 
you cannot ever get ypyr product;standing apart from‘its 
process. Will yqu,say, the process is ot essential ?: But that 
is a. contlusion to,be proved, and it is monstrous, to assume 
it.”?3 The-force of this reply.begins to be felt as Bradley.goes 
on, to develop-his;argument that the-bejng-of quality implies. 
relation,- : yon Li 
Bradley assumes that..a- difference is a’ relation,and that 
4 relation isa difference. ,His-main point here is. that.wherd 
there are different qualities, there are, qualities related: by; 
their differences. “For.consider,,the qualities A. and B, are, to, 
be different, from-each other; andj. if so, that difference must 
fall somewhere. If it, falls,.in any degree or to, any-extent, 
outside A or B, we haye relation. at'once. But, on the. other 
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hand, how can difference and ‘otherness fall-inside ? If we 
have in A afy'such otherness, then inside A‘we-must dis- 
tinguish its own quality and its otherness’ And, if so; then 
the unsolved -problem breaks out inside éach ‘quality, and 
separates each intd ‘two qualities in relation. In brief, 
diversity without relation seems 4-word' without meaning.’’2¢ 
Either the difference between A and B, in virtue of Which 
they are distinct,"“‘falls outside A-or:B,’” thus'to telate them; 
or, that differencé’“falls withiti’? A andB respectively, thud 
to differentiate each one of'them within ‘itself. Om the-latter 
alternative, the mornent'of relation would break out within 
A, and within B: Henée the‘difference that différentiates A 
and B- must fall “outside”, or “‘between’** ‘them; and thus 
“we have relation at-once.”2* 

For example, in thé very incipience ‘of a ‘process ‘of cell- 
fission the irlcipient differentiation “must fall sorhewhere”’. 
And it falls “‘outside’” or “between” the incipient cells in 
thé observable sensé that it “istheir differentiatidn. As soon 
as wé notice this;’ then (on thé assumption that differentia- 
tion, or difference, is'relation), we are Aware of telation’ at 
once. For we ‘are: then aiware of the différerice in virtue of 
which tHe ihtipieht qualities are differentiated; ‘or related. 
Were’ a quality Wwithout’relations in this serise of “télation”, 
it would be in no wise different from anything elsé; and so 
would fail td bé A quality at-all‘" ‘ a 

‘To‘be’sure, no fixed line betwetn a differentidtion, and 
whiat ig thus ‘differentiated, can: be drawn ahd maititained ih 
experience. For any relation, and‘ any quility, Will be in 
procéss. As the incipient qualities become more’ and midte 
determinatd, their’: differentiation alters; ‘and, as their 
differentiatioh becomes the’ Ynore’ markéd, thé ‘qualities 
valter.““Hence thé yttalities must be; atid must also be related. 
But there is hence a diversity which falls inside each quality. 
Each' has a double character, as both supporting and as 
béing made by thie’relatitm:’** ‘Th ordet' that a qifality ‘may 
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be distinct, it must be differentiated from other qualities. 
This differentiation is no separate relation: rather, -it con- 
tributes to constitute what it differentiates. Thus, in -so far 
as A is quality, A is not relation; and yet, that it may be 
distinct, A must be both itself and its differentiation. “A is 
-both made, and is not made, what it is by relation; and these 
different aspects are not each the other, nor again is either A. 


If we call its diverse’ aspects a and a, then A is partly each 


of these. As a, it is the difference on which distinction is 
based, while as « it is the distinction that results from 
connection. A is really both somewhere ‘together as A 
(a—«). Byt-(as we saw in-chapter II) without the use of a 
relation it is impossible to predicate this variety of A. And, 
on the other hand, with ,an internal relation A’s unity disap- 
pears, and its contents are dissipated in an endless process of 
distinction. ‘We, in brief, are led by a principle of fission 
which conducts us to no end.”®* Without a relation, A 
would be undifferentiated, and-so would be nothing at all. 
With a relation, A is at once the g that is differentiated, and 
the a that is the differentiation. Thus “A is partly each of 
these”. Neither « nor a is the other, ‘“‘nor again is either A”; 
for « is what is differentiated, while a.is the differentiation. 
And this differentiation, a, is, essential to the « that it 
differentiates. 

That is why “A is both made, and is not made, what it is 
by relation. . . . It may be taken as at once condition and 
result, and the question is as to how it can combine this 
variety. For it-must combine this variety. For it must com- 
bine the diversity, and yet it fails to-do so”.26 A must be 
at once a, the aspect differentiated, and a, the aspect of 
differentiation. Without « there is nothing differentiated, 
and so no quality: without a there is no differentiation and 
so nothing at all. 

A is at once itself a, and its differentiation a: and this 
identity of A, which is a, implies its differentiation, which is 
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a. Thus the quality A is the moment of immediacy a; and 
the moment of mediation a, ‘by which that moment of 
immediacy is differentiated from other qualities and 
relations. In brief, that A may be at all, it must be at once 
what falls. within itself, and what falls :between itself and 
all else. Thus A both-is itself, and is transcendent of itself. 
No quality, then, will be self-sufficient or ie Daa 
no quality will be self-identical. For that in virfue of which 
a quality is distinct will fall beyond that quality. Yet, at the 
same time, that differentiation will be essential to that 
quality. For without that differentiation, the quality would 
hot be differentiated, as it is differentiated, and thus would 
not be the quality it is. Hence no quality. is wholly self- 
consistent; and that means, for Bradley, that no quality is 
wholly intelligible by the relational way of thought that is 
ineluctably ours. 

Thus, “we have found that qualities, taken without 
relations, have no intelligible meaning. Unfortunately, 
taken together with them, they are equally unintelligible” .® 
So far, we ‘have noticed that relations without qualities 
would be. relations that relate nothing, and so fail to be 
relations at all. And we have noticed that qualities without 
relations would be undifferentiated, and so would be not 
many; but one. That there might be a plurality of qualities 
without relation is impossible. Yet, taken together with its 
relations, we have seen that no quality is wholly self- 
consistent, or intelligible. 2 : 

The same difficulty appears when experience is “taken 
from the side of relations. They are nothing intelligible, 
either with or without their qualities”.2” Ag relations apart 
from qualities are a delusion, so together with quality they 
are in no finite context completely intelligible. For that a 
relation -may differentiate its terms, it must ‘penetrate 
and alter” them, and so be implicated in their respective 
natures. Yet, that this differentiation may not disappear 
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altogether, fitsmust ‘‘fall’’-to some extent’ “between” the 
qualities which -it differentiates, and so relates. A relatiori 
thus involves within itself a:contrariety: it must be at once 
implicated in .and transcendent df its qualities. And so: 
“again we are hurried off into'thie eddy of a-hopeless’ process, 
since we :are: forced, to .go on finding: relations’ without 
end.”:?8 ‘Ther again, -and- on. the other hand,, in :so far 
as a relation or: differentiation is implicatéd in its quali-. 
ties, it does not:fall: between them: In this respect a differen-, 
tiation fails to be a relation at~all: Yet in so far as. a 
differentiation -falls ‘between qualitiés, it is outside them 
both,. andiso-again fails:to-relate them.% 28 

Hence no moment -ofdifferentiation may be absolute.- 
In a process: of fission, ‘ho absolute ‘distinction. is to be found: 
between ‘the: moments of ‘quality and the moments of 
differentiation. There is ‘‘a diversity which falls inside each 
quality. Each:has a:double character, as both supporting and 
as‘being’ made bythe relation.’*#® Likewise, each relation 
has a double character, as both supportihg and as being made 
by: its-terms. Qualities takén without-relations or as absolute, 
and: relations ‘as absolute or: without qualities, are both, 
Bradley finds;inconcéivable, Yet-qualities;‘taken as moments 
of immediacy that are at once made by and essential to thdir 
differentiations, are in mo case. ‘absolutely self-identical; 
for they are differentiated by their relations. And so their 
respective identities’ are relational, not absolute. Likewise,. 
relations taken as moments of differeritiation that are at-once 
implicated in.and transcendent of their qualities, are in no 
case absolute (or: separate) ‘relations, for théy involve:within 
themselves’that irifinite'regress, in.relational identity:which is 
the’ principle and corjtent of degrees of:truth:and reality.* 

In a posthumously publiShed essay,. Relations, ‘Bradley 
reverts to his point about relations being-less than «wholly 
self-consistent ‘and intelligible. ““A- relation (we find) hdtds 
. * Collected’ Essays, pp. 634-5. | : : 
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_ between its terms, and no.term. (we find) can itself be or 
become a ‘between.’ .On the contrary, in order to be related, 
a term must keep still within itself enough character to make 
it, in short; itself and not anything diverse. And again, while 
the relations are not ‘the terms. and. the terms are not the 
relations, neither the terms nor the relations.can make that 

. whole, in which nevertheless we find them. For. the terms 
and the relations (we have seen) cease .as such to exist, 
unless each maintaihs itself against whatever is not’ itself . 
but is outside. And the attempt to find: the required unity 
and totality im the terms and the relations taken.somehow 
together must end obviously in failure.”* The attempt in 
question can end only-in failure because ‘neither the terms 
of a relational situation, nor their relation, may be self- 
consistent, or self-identical. For each one of the two..terms 
will be a moment of immediacy, while, at the same time, it 
will transcend itself in being continuous with the differen- 
tiations by which these terms are differentiated. at 

Likewise, these differentiations will be internal to, or 
confluent with the terms they relate; while, at the same time, 
they: will fall between and: thus transcend them. This is 
why “relation both is and is not what may be called the 
entire relational situation,.and hence in.this respect contra- 
dicts itself.’ A relation is the whole relational situation .in 
the sense that\it is what differentiates the qualities of that | 
situation. These qualities, were they differentiated otherwise, 
would be different qualities. Gonversely, were the qualities 
of the situation different, their differentiation also would 
be different. As thus determining the qualities of the situa- 

_tion, and so its own character as a differentiation, ‘‘a relation 
to be actual cannot itself be less than all and everything that 
makes the entire relational fact’’.{ For itis in virtue of the 
relation that the qualities which it differentiates are the 
distinct moments in process which they are. In a case of 


* Ibid., pp. 634-5. : ¢ Ibid., p. 636. 
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cell-fission; the qualities which are being differentiated are 
confluent with their differentiation; as, likewise, that-relation 
is continuous with those qualities. At any two points in the 
process of fission, this relation may be marked off from its 
qualities, and its qualities thus will be marked off from their 
relation; but no such distinctions may be final for theory. 
For the distinctions in question would themselves be differen- 
tiations. These relations would break out, on the one hand, 
between the moments of fission which we had marked off 
as qualities, and, on the other, betweén what of the process 
would then be marked off as the differentiation of those new 
qualities. This ‘‘what’? thus would become a quality in its 
own right: for it would itself be differentiated by the distin¢- 
tions in question. Plainly such distinctions might be multi- 
plied indefinitely within a process of becoming. Since to make 
distinctions ipso facto is to relate, there can be no limit to the 
relational constituents.of a relational situation. 

¥et “This oh the other hand must be denied. For a rela- 
tion is not its terms, but, on the contrary, it is between them. 
And though the terms may ‘enter into the relation’, yet, if 
: they were nothing beyond it, they obviously would no longer 
be terms.”’* In-this sense, relations pervade and determine 
the character of that partial whole; and thus they may be 
said to be not less than “all . . . that makes the entire 
relational fact.”’ Stull, in no case is the differentiation identical 
with the differentiated. The‘qualities differentiated are to be’ 
sure continuous with their relation. Yet that either quality 
or relation may be at.all, each must be distinct. 

That there may be qualities at all, distinctions must occur 
or be made, and no distinction in appearance may be 
ultimate. Once.the differentiation is marked off, it is itself 
thus distinguished in being. singled out; and hence between 
it and the initial qualities, fresh relations break out with 
their qualities. 

* JIbid., p. 636. 
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No distinction, no differentiation in process, may be 
self-sustaining or absolute. For a differentiation will be at 
once continuous with its qualities and distinct from them. 
In virtue of that distinction, and no matter where in the 
process it may break out, or where it be discriminated, a 
fresh relation, with its own qualities, then appears. This new 
relation, though continuous with its own qualities, neverthe- 
less-is different from them. And so, again,-there appear fresh 
relations with their new qualities. 

The notion of independent relations, we- have seen, 
yields an “infinite process” in relations that do not relate: 
the dialectic of relations which differentiate their terms 
exhibits a process wherein neither the differentiation itself, 

‘nor the quality differentiated, is absolute in its own right, 
or self-identical. Hence the conclusion that no relational 
situation is wholly self-consistent, or intelligible. 

Thus we may come to see that “Every relation (unless our 
previous inquiries have led to error) has a connexion with 
its terms which, not simply internal or external, -must in 

_principle be both at once’’.* A relation must be internal 
to its terms in the sense that, as their differentiation, it con- 
tributes to constitute their qualitative character: yet, ifit is not 
to disappear altogether, a relation must, to some extent, “fall 
between” its terms. And in that sense a relation is at once 
internal and external to the qualities which it differentiates. 

‘It is sometimes said that the “internality of relations” 
means for Bradley simply this: any alteration in a relation 
ipso facto is an alteration in its terms, and any alteration in 
either term ipso facto is an alteration in the relation and in 
the other term. To be sure, it would be difficult (without 
achieving flat irrelevance) to take Bradley as meaning less 
than this. Since a relation is what differentiates its ‘qualities, 
those qualities are what they are in virtue of that differentia- 
tion. That is why any alteration in the relation ipso facto 

* Ibid., p. 641. 
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4¢ amralterationy ini theviqualitiedi ithusndifferentiatéd..And. 
since the differentiation sis what it-is, inavirtue ofthe qualities 
which itdifférentiates, an-alteration. in either-of:these quali- 
ties ipso facto is an alteration in their differenitiation, and:ih 
tthe other quality. i vn om 8 ot 
Wetjii€ this-is the ledst, that may-besaid.in this connection, 
so' much is-fafifnom enough. For stich a. bare’ statement 
‘of ‘the-matter might be, taken badly. amiss. It-would allow 
one to think that for Bradlepielations.are “jabsolutely and 
amerelyr internal”; sie. éxhaustéd-in thé characte: of their 
terms, as.is.the :philosophicah rélatior of resemblance. for 
Hume: A difference: or reserhblancé: which was absolutely 
intennal would be .whdlly intrinsic :to ‘the different, or the 
resembling, tenms-thémselves. A, insbeing A, would be difr 
ferent from: B; And oB, ingbeing “Bs: would be» different 
from A, not.in Wirtuenof .any différentiation or; process 
that partially felk,between them, ‘but. rather “in:virtue of the 
intrinsic character of A and of BuYet.in being intrinsically 
what ‘they are, A and B-are self-identical absolutely; and 
Itheir being differentiisinot a differentiation at all::rather, 
their ‘being different is exhausted in the respective beings 
that are the intrinsically different qualities.A and: B. 1 
if The-several ways in which Bradley, élucidates ‘his. theory 
ofrelations;..in:-the course..of: the dialectic of Relation and 
Quality, surely ought -to suffice to make it clear, that this, is 
‘not his. view of the matter. Moreover, in his unfinished essay 
ron Relations, Bradley: is at sonie pains to .tell us what he 
‘considerg:to be the meaning, of, “external relation”, and 
rwHat-her does’ not’ mean by the phrase. “internal relation’ 
§What should.we meari (I will ask first).by a relation asserted 
-as! simply»and_ bartly+éxternal? We:have here, I presuthe, 
to. abstract. sovas to. take: terms and. relations, all and; each, 
as sométhing which in and by itself is real independently. 
And wé must! .if-sd, assume ‘that their coming or being 
together in fact, and as somehow actually in one, is due in 
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no-Way té the particular-characters of,eithey the-relations or" 
the terms. From neither side will there be-anything like a 
contribution to,“or an entrance into, the ‘other side--or_ 
again to, or into, that union of both which We experience 
as a relatiqnal fact. Undeniably the:fact is somehow :there,, 
but in itself it remains irrdtional 4s adrnitting no question 
as to ‘its'‘how’ or ‘why’. Or, -if you insist on a reason, that 
would:have td beisought neither in, the terms nor the rela 
tion, but.in a third element once more independently' real, 
and neither affecting, nor dgain affected by, either the! 
relation or the terms: This, I suppose, is the way-in which 
relations have to be understod, if you take them as external 
merely and also as ultimately: and absolitely real:’* As, go, 
conceived :of, external relations would merely cogxist with 
their terms. Moreover; that such d relation should: coexist, 
with, anyritérms atyall; ‘rather thaf simiply‘ exist, without 
terms altogether, would be;a merely fortuitous) happening, 
Then» again, this. so-called-relation might as;well -be taken, 
along. with dther termless relations, once the absurdity of.4. 
relation without terms is admitted. Yet the relational situa: 
tion, A CB, is a’ unitary fack. And when, A: and Gland B are 
taken- respectively as external to eachother, they do,and, 
may afford no explanation of the unity it which, neverthe-, 
less, they exist. Any resort to an intermediary, itself external 
by which! to relate A;and C, and B and: (, fails to explain 
the unity and leads at ofce:to,an infinite regress increlations 
that fail to relate anything at-all.: ra) get 

Those of:a positive turn of mind may object that; in, all 
this there is no-unity:that-requires explanation. TFhey:‘may 
urge that the unity. ofA CB is exhaustéd in the coexistencé'of 
A and C.arid B. There-ard¢ the terms; there‘is the relation; 
they: coexist;'dnd that:is, all there is.to it. Yet, on any-such 
view: of the matter;:the relation C still,might be taker without 
any. fernis:whatéver. And .to’ speak-of.such fan -ehtity,.as ;4 

7 * Ibid., p. 642., , = 
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“relation”, would surely be to mis-use that word. “What 
(I ask next) should, on the other hand, be meant by a 
relation viewed as absolutely and merely internal? You, 
I presume, still in this case would continue to take the terms 
each one as, so far, in and by itself real, and as independent 
absolutely of any whole that could be said-to contain them. 
And you would go on to attribute to the particular character 
of the terms, as so taken, some actual relation or relations 
which you find, as you say, to fall between them. Something 
like this, I suppose, is or ought to be meant by a relation 
which is ‘asserted to be real ultimately and internal merely,”’* 
Such a view of relations Bradley rejects as “ludicrous” 
when ascribed to his view of the matter. 

One fundamental ‘reason for this rejection derives from 
the theory of relations that is explained in chapter III of 
Appearance and Reality. There we find that a relation differen- 
tiates its terms and thus contributes to constitute their 
character; as in a process of fission, the growing differentia- 
tion is confluent with the developing cells thus related. 
Therefore, when there is alteration in the relation, there is 
ipso facto alteration in the cells or qualities that are differen- 
tiated by the relation. For it is in virtue of this differentia- 
tion that the qualities thus related are respectively what 
they are. 

A quality would be “ultimately and absolutely real’ 
were its‘nature quite self-contained. Such an entity would 
be what it is in virtue of itself alone: and so it would be itself 
absolutely, without relation to anything beyond its own 
absolute nature. If two such entities were posited, it would 
follow, in Bradley’s view, that any relation between them 
would be wholly exhausted in the respective characters of 
the two qualities posited. “Relations would be merely 
internal if, the terms being taken as real independently, each 
in itself, the relations between them (as a class, or in this or 

* Ibid., p. 642. + Ibid. 
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that particular case) in fact arose.or were due merely to the 
character of the terms as so taken.”’* This sentence is quoted i 
from a note on the point in question made by Bradley for’ |. 
an earlier draft of his essay.on relations. It expresses briefly i 
Bradley’s lengthier statement of what he means by “a i 
relation viewed as absolutely and merely internal’’. To that ‘ 
lengthier statement he adds: ‘‘The idea, I would add, that I 
myself accept any such doctrine as the above seems to myself 
even ludicrous. And to whom, if to any one, it should be 
attributed in fact, I will not offer to discuss. In any case, : ie 
to assume it as the necessary alternative, when the mere 
externality of relations is denied, is (I submit) an obvious, if 
perhaps a natural, mistake.” t 

The mistake here consists in taking the terms of a relation 
as if those qualities were real absolutely, each one in its c 
own right. Such a view is in flagrant’ opposition to the ae 
doctrine that is made out in the chapter Relation and Quality. f 
To be a quality at all, is to be differentiated by a relation 
which thus contributes to constitute the quality which it 
differentiates. The identity of that quality implies this 
difference. But not this difference alone. In.the relational 
situation AC B, the relation C differentiates A and B. That 
relation is implicated in their respective identities, and those 
qualities A and B imply that difference: were it otherwise, 
they too would be different. And the qualities A and B do not | 
exhaust the content of experience. They will differ from 
qualities D, E, . . . n, as well as from the relation by which 
these other qualities are differentiated among themselves, 
and from all else. And so with B, D, E,...n: hence 
“identity implies difference’. ; 

It' may be objected that this well-known dictum is but 
a truism, almost obvious and no less empty. To be sure, 
identity implies difference: for A must be numerically 
different from other items, in order that A may be an item 

* Ibid., p. 665. t Jbid., pp. 642-3. 
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‘at all that could ‘be identified by attentiow as that item. 
Such an objection is not Wholly irrelevant, for it affords an 
example of a relation that is “merely internal’. The items in 
question até different simply’in virtue of themselves-alone. 
Thus their difference from eath other is*merely internal 
to each one of them.* 

' Again, ‘if “resemblance” be taken to mean any case of a 
qualitative identity distributed in enumerably different cases 
of itself, ther we have another illustration of a: merely 
internal relation..For the resemblance here is the qualitative 
identity which is exhibited mm two cases of itself. Were’ 
nutnérical difference, and resemblance, ‘in this sense of the 
term, regarded as relations, the terms of those relations would 
be self-identical. For the numerically different items’ are 
what they are in virtue of each respective item ‘itself; and 
the sevétal cases of resemblance are qualitatively identical 
absolutely, without reférence to anything beyond themselves. 
‘Moreover, were it suggested that all of the relations of which 
a quality might be possessed are “merely internal”, then the 
identity of:that quality could only be absolute, not relational. 
Sitce it’ would’ contain: within ‘itself all of-its ¢elations (so- 
called), that’ quality“would be’ an, entity qiite in-its own 
right: its identity-would be-not-relative to anything beyond 

- itself} ‘but absélute. +1" Vy" ' 

What is absoltttely self-identical is changeless ‘and may not 
become. Yet:Atppearance is‘not changeless: it is in process of 
becomirig’ Now were‘wé to‘attempt to view the differentia- 
tions Within 4 procéss -of' fission as being.merely internal 
to‘their terms, we could only ‘succeedtin ignoring altogether 
the becoming there in process. For’such an attempt would 
end in ‘seeing the terms as -self-sufficient, each one -within 
itsélf, “dnd so’without the existence of any differentiation 
ot rélatioh between them. Suclt ‘terms -would be self- 
Edntained; their identity rot relattonal;*but absolute; and 
their becoming in any sense would be impossible. And thus 


° 40 


The Dialectic of Relation and Quality 


we see that ‘“‘Every- relation (unless our previous: inquiries. 
have led to error) has a connection with its terms which, 
not simply interrial or ‘external, must in. principle be both 
at once”.* Relations must fall to some -extent or to some 
degree between the qualities of a process. Otherwise those 
relations would fall wholly within their qualities, and so 
they would fail to connect them. If such relations were 
regarded not as differentiations at all, then they would be 
“merely internal’; as is the philosophical relation of 
resemblance for Hume; and‘so they would be in no: wise 
distinct fromthe respective characters of their: self-identical 
terms. If, on thevother hand, the.relations which a mistaken 
opinion allowed to fall within their qualities, still were taken 
to be differentiations, then fission.would break out within 
‘eachqualitys; and: the ‘old issue ‘would bg raised all over 
again.24-26 - " ” ” 

“A relation,: taken as a differentiation; will differentiate 
qualities; and so will fall-to some-degree between, them. 
‘A relation will:be at once internal-and external; the former 
in so far as it contributes to constitute; or is confluent with 
what it differentiates;-the latter, in so far as it falls between 
these qualities. Thus a relation: will be at once involved in 
and transcendent of its terms. Likewise, a.quality, in being 
differentiated; willbe‘involved in its differentiation, while, 
in‘being’a quality differentiated, it will transcend its relation. 

And so a relation will have a being proper to-itself only 
in so far as it transcends, and:so‘is not, the very-terms witliout 
whichvit is nota relationat aH. Hence the contrariety, or 
“contradiction”, which’ Bradley finds: -inithe nature of 
relation. ‘Likewise, a quality is: immediate or .qualitative 
only in so far as:it transcends the very differentiatioris without 
which it would not bea: qualityat all. Thus, alike in its 
mediations or-differentiations, and its immediacie$;or quali- 
ties, experience is-found self-discrepant, or incoherent. 


* Ibid., p. 641. 
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Yet this incoherence is inf no case absolute; for nowhere is 
an appearance self-identical. The identity of every quality, 
we have seen, implies its difference from all else. Any experi- 
ence is thus related with all different experiences. In virtue 
of the unrestricted internality of’ relations and qualities, 
experience is a systematic whole within which there may be, 
and are, degrees of coherence in truth and reality. 


; 


we 


II 


The characteristic nature of Bradley’s theory of relations 
: can be emphasized, ‘perhaps, by comparing it with certain 
other viéws about relations which have been, and are, 
t called ‘internal relations”. The admirable elucidation of 
or ten senses in which the phrase “‘internal relations” either is or 
ar may be used which Dr. Ewing gives us in his critical survey 
of Idealism, affords a convenient and comprehensive text 


os 


a 


| 

F 
for comparison. Moreover, sweeping and acute as is that 
: elucidation, it would seem unduly to neglect what is, for’ 
rz British Idealism, the most germane sense of the phrase in 


4 4 question. “‘Bradley’s actual argument against relations,” 
Dr. Ewing says, “I need not discuss at length because it has 
already been answered by several different writers, and I 
do not think I have anything really fresh to add.”’* Yet the 
met fact that Dr. Ewing considers this one of Bradley’s arguments 
ii to have been refuted, does not explain to us what Dr. Ewing 
4 takes to be Bradley’s own theory of internal relations. He 
does say that “Bradley is commonly included among the 
; supporters of internal relations”. But of which one, if any, 
} of Dr. Ewing’s ten senses of ‘‘internal relations” Bradley is a 
: supporte?, we are left to find out for ourselves. ~ 
Now, though it be found that Bradley’s theory of relations 
is radically different from any of the senses of “internal 
relation” with which Dr. Ewing is concerned, that contrast 


* Idealism, p. 147. 
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‘in theory is not and is not to be taken as a criticism of Dr. 
.Ewing’s'own account of the matter. Dr. Ewing gives the fol- 
lowing statement of the first one of his ten senses of the 
phrase ‘‘internal relation’’. ‘In the first-place it is sometimes 
said that all relations are internal in the sense that they all 
‘fall within the nature of the related terms’. This definition, 
while etymologically more justifiable than most, involves 
many ambiguities and confusions. If we mean by the nature 
of a thing its full nature and do not include only its essential 
characteristics, this may be interpreted as including every- 
thing which is predicable of it and so all its relational charac- 
teristics without exception, however ‘unimportant they may 
seem, We may then say that any relation falls within the 
nature of both or all the terms that it relates, if by this is 
meant simply that, whenever r relates A to B, A has the 
characteristic of standing in the relation r to B and B has 
the characteristic of standing in the converse relation to A; 
but this will not carry us very far. It is an important fact 
about relations that no instance of a relation can occur as a 
self-subsistent entity, but only in conjunction with terms 
which possess the characteristic of standing in that relation; 
but if by ‘nature’ be meant essential nature it does not 
follow, at least without further argument, that relations 
fall within the nature of either or both related terms.’’* 
Dr. Ewing goes on to point out still more ambiguities in this 
sense of the phrase in question. So much. as this, however, 
may suffice for purposes of comparison. It is, presumably, 
clear that relations which “fall within the nature of the 
related terms”? would be what Bradley calls “‘merely internal 
relations”. We have seen that Bradley-rejects this view, on 
which relations would be merely internal, as a relevant 
interpretation of his own theory of relations. The distinction 
between the essential and the accidental characteristics of a 
thing’s nature, which Dr. Ewing goes on to make, is excluded 
* Ibid., p. 119. 
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on Bradley’s view of the matter: The identity ofA implieS ‘its 


difference from all else? the question of:the importarice, or 


the unimportance of’ many;:if.not almost all, of -theserdif~ 
ferences for .a given step in: practical or'.théoretical life, is; 
irrelevant to the -wholly: relational identity: offino matter 
what. In this first sensé of the phrase *‘internal relations”, 
such relations would “fall withinythe nature ofthe relatdd: 
terms.” Theréfore-they would be very like the merely internal 
relations which: Bradley: rejects: .Andvas emended by: 4 dis-: 
timction between essential and: non-esséntial .relationdl 
characteristics, this définitior.is'no ldss incompatible with a 
doctrine on which :no ‘relations rare: non-essential :to the 
idéhtity of-any moment of.appearance; ordegree of: Reality, 

. Fhere is, moreover;!a' difference in’ 'pfinciplé between this: 
sense of the phrase “internal relations”, and :Bradley’s view: 
of thé matter..As amiillustration of:this, let:us consider+the: 
following. téxts>°*“The cohtradictions .which he (Bralley): 
alleges‘seem, to arise through supposing that.a relation ‘must 
be: treated: either:as 4 quality or as:a:third term. For:in the 
former case it will qualify-but.not rélate its: terms; and in 
the latter case it needs-a fresh relation to. link it to each, teri’ 
and so:ad infinitum:’! Thus, Dr. Ewing finds the ground of 
Bradley's arguments to .the.conclusion'that any relational 
situation’ will be inéohtrent ‘to'some: degree:or Other, .in one 
of two alternatives, both'sf-which fail«to treat relatioris as 
relating anything.’ This -would: seem stossay that Bradley- 
ignored the question«at issue;.for:he is alleged to have been: 
concerned: sotely 'with'.entities' (tb-call théml-that)' which, 
were not,,.and could not be, proper relations at‘all. of ‘+ 
: Dr:-Ewing may ‘think! that the'notion -of relatioris-treatéd 
as‘ qualities is both self-evident in its{bearing:on, Bradley, 
and transparently: false on.any view. His. procedire .at-this: 
point, however;-is ndt:that he. goes on to justify his-assertion 
ofthat notion as. am alternative: ground forBradley’s: theary 
of relations, but rather that he proceeds at once to advance 
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.an alleged.irefytation of Bradley’s:rejection,.of independent 
relations. Thus,,with regard tg the point that such arr ‘rela- 
tion” ,,cam only, fail to relate its teryms,,Dr. Ewing, writes: 
»-Que might similarly argue that it was-impossible tg ti¢,two 
things together, with string hegause you would need.another 
piece of string to tie the string. tq each object and;so,on for 
ever. The argument would be valid if each piece of string 
were, s0,.defectivesthat,it broke in the middle; similarly 
Bradley’s objection would be valid,of relations if and, only 
if they did not fulfil their function pf relating. Only then 
would they, need another relation to do the, relating, for 
them. .But in, that. case they would nat he relations,”* Dr. 
Ewing’s piece of string may, well be a, good illustration. of a 
relation ‘regarded as being a-third, term. But Dr. Ewing’s 
opinion ‘that Bradley’s argument to the conclusion that, any 
Rotion, of, such ‘independent entities leads tp,,an, infinite 
process of relations that fajl-to relate, “would, be valid jf each 
piece of, string, used were-so defective that, it broke jin the 
«middle;; siritilarly Bradley’s objection, would be valid, if and 
anly if they did not fylfil their ‘function of relating’’, is 
difficult, torjaccept." In his first, sentence .here, ,Dy,,.Ewing 
appears to he saying, that-relations, as separate entities or 
third terms, fail to be relations because they break in, the 
middle, like pieces of defective string. In his second sentence, 
Dr, Ewing asserts.that “similarly Bradley’s objection would 
‘be valid if and only, if” relations, failed to, relate. The. two 
sentences together would appear,-to, say that,,as a, relation 

will fail,to relate if-it is like; 1a piece, of string that breaks in 
the middle, sq “similarly Bradley’ s ohjection’?, will be, yalid 
only, on.the assumption: that relations fail tq fulfil their 
function of retating. Thus, whereas, in, the first of these two 
sentences, Dr. Ewing js concerned with relations as,separate 
entitiesj,in. the second of them he refers to relations without 
qualification, Yet he says, that, .as.she argues in: his first 


* Ibid., R. 147. 
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sentence, so “similarly” he may argue in his second sentence. 
But that would mean that the relations referred to in the 
first sentence are similar to those spoken of in the second. 
And, indeed, the two sorts of relation are similar: for like 
relations as third terms, the relations on which the validity 
of “Bradley’s objection” is alleged to depend are relations 
which fail to relate. 

Thus, immediately after the sentences in question, Dr. 
Ewing writes: “only then would they need another relation 
to do the relating for them. But in that case they would 
not be relations.”* It would seem that Dr. Ewing takes 
*Bradley’s actual argument against relations’, and ‘‘the 
contfadictions which he alleges’, to rest snainly: if not 
altogether, on a version of Bradley’s argument to the rejec- 
tion of separate relations. These “relations’’, we have noticed, 
may not relate anything, and so they fail to be relations at all. 
Yet this negative argument surely is not the substance of 
Bradley’s ‘“‘actual argument against relations” as real in 
their own right. Were it so, Bradley would hardly have 
found it necessary to follow up his argument Showing the 
impossibility of separate relations (which falls in chapter II 
of Appearance and Reality), with the elucidation, in chapter ITI, 
of the contrafiety that is of the essence of the relational 
situation. This positive dialectic depends on no assumptions 
about relations which do not relate, but rather on the charac- 
ter of relations which do relate the qualities they differentiate 
and thus contribute to constitute. 

Directly after his statements last quoted above, Dr. Ewing 
goes on to offer a refutation, not of anything in chapter III, 
but of the notion which he has asserted to be the basis of 
Bradley’s actual argument against “relations”; viz., that of 
relations which do not relate anything. “If, in A and B, r 
is really a relation, it relates A and B itself and does not 
require new relations to connect it to either, for the relational 

* Ibid. 
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characteristic of standing in the relation is not itself a rela- 
tion. To say that, because.A is related to B by r, A must 
stand in the relation r to B, and therefore must be charac- 
terized by (i.e. stand in the relation of ‘having as charac- 
teristic’ to) the relational characteristic of standing in the 
relation r to B, and be characterized further by having the 
characteristic of being characterized by the relational charac- 
teristic of standing in the relation r to B, is only to say the 
same thing-over again in different words, so that the so-called 
different relations which are supposed to constitute the 
infinite regress are really gnly more and more cumbersome 
ways of expressing the same relation.” * However sound this 
may~be as a view about relations and terms that are self, 
identical, as a difficulty for Bradley’s elucidation of the 
relational situation it is inane. For, as stated by Dr. Ewing, 
this view offers no explanation of how it is that r relates A and 
B. To say that r relates A and B because r is a relation, and 
that it is the nature of a relation to relate, is to be un- 
reflectively assertoric. And that is not quite what Dr. Ewing 
says. He says that r “relates A and B itself and does not 
require new relations to connect it to either, for the relational 
characteristic of standing in the relation is not a relation”. * 
Thus in A r B, A has the relational characteristic of standing 
in r to B, and (that) B is characterized by the relational 
characteristic of standing in the relation r.to A. “But what 
are we to understand here by ‘is’ ?”” 

And that is Bradley’s initia] question at the outset of his 
arguments to show that the meaning of the statement, 
“one quality, A, is in relation with another quality, B’’, is 
not altogether explicit. We do not mean that “being in 
relation with B” is something different from B. Hence the 
dilemma of predication; a dilemma which may not be 


resolved by any distinction between the “‘is” of predication, 
and the “‘is” of identity. Thus we are fore to abandon the 
* Ibid. 


47 


Bradley’s Dialectic 


attempt to prédicate‘relations of terfns,’or ‘terms of relation. 
‘Let us abstain‘from making the relation.an attribute of the 
related,” Bradley goes’ on to suggest, “and Iet us make it 
more or less independent. “There is a relation C in which 
A and B stand; ahd it appears with both of them.’ But here 
again we have made no progress. The relation C has been 
admitted different from A and B, and no longer is predicated 
of them. Something, however; seems to be said of this 
telation C, and said, again, of A and B.!8 In Dr. Ewing’s 
view, what is thus said about A is that A is characterized by 
the relational characteristic of standing in C ‘to B; and B is 
characterized’ by the relational characteristic of standing 
in C to A. Yet on this view the dilemma of predication 
remains. And the step which Bradley takes beyond his futile 
attempt to regard relations as attributes is not, by Dr. 
Ewing’s view of the matter, ven begun. Thus the explaria- 
tion of the connexity of relations, by the notion of relational 
characteristics which characterize the terms which stand in 
those relations, does‘not'so much as tend to refute Bradley’s 
elucidation of the self-contradictory character of the rela+ 
tiorial situation, for ‘it does not begin to follow through his 
reasoning in that regard. ° 

In Dr. Ewing’s immediately subsequent paragraph in 
this: connection; he writes: ““The same fallacy in 4 subtler form 
appears in Bradley’s argument that each term ‘has a double 
character, as both supporting and as, being made by the 
relation’,2® so that these two aspects will be again related 
and so on‘ad infinitum. The distinction, so far as I can ‘under- 
stand it, is between'A as abstracted from the relation afd 
A as related. But what is the relation between these two 
aspects of A? Simply that ‘the: second includes besides ‘the 
other characteristics of A the characteristic of standing in the 
relation, while the first does ‘not ‘do so. ‘But this will not 


generate a second distinct relation betweeh them and so or . 


ad infinitum, unless it is assumed. ds before that A must have 
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a relation to. the characteristic of standing in any particular 

relation and that this relation must in turn be related to A 

by another relation.”’* Here again, the theory of relational 

characteristics is made to explain the connexity of relations. 

Since, however, that theory leaves unanswered Bradley’s 

_ initial question about the relational situation, it.can hardly 

bear on Bradley’s. actual views in the matter. We have 

noticed that a quality has. a. double character in that any~ 
quality is itself and transcends itself. The quality. A is itself 
in so far as A is not the relations by which it is differentiated 

and made itself. Yet without those relations A could not be 

differentiated, and so. A could be nothing -at all. Hence, 

that A may be differentiated, it must transcend itself in the 

relations in virtue.of which it is A, And there is no absolute 

line between the moment of immediacy that is the quality A, 

and the moments of mediation by which A is differentiated 

by its relations. Wherever the emphasis in feeling may dis- 

tinguish immediacy from mediation, quality from relation, 

there a distinction is made. This distinction will be a fresh 

differentiation, in appearance; a differentiation which will 
contribute to constitute the qualities thus differentiated. 

Thus. we may find a relational regress in. any relational 
situation. 

Dr. Ewing -+has explained that, in his work on Idealism, 
“I did not say of which of my senses. of ‘internal relations’ 
Bradley és a supporter because Bradley denied the reality of 
relations and therefore can not have held that relations 
really were internal in any of my'senses or in any other 
sense”. Thus Dr. Ewing reaffirms the statement, made in 
his Idealism, { that ‘‘Bradley regards relations as unreal. .. .” 
One would. have thought it common property that Bradley 
.denies reality to relations solely: in the sense of the term 


* Ibid., pp. 147, 148. 
t Journal of Philosophy, Vol. XXXII, No. 10, p. 273, 
t P. 123. 
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“reality” in which the Absolute alone may be real. To say 
flatly that Bradley “denied the reality of relations’’, is to 
ignore Bradley’s theory of degrees of reality. No relational 
situation is ultimate reality: but any relational situation -will 
be real to the degree ‘to which it is self-coherent and compre- 
hensive. 

Dr. Ewing has explained also that he did not consider 
Bradley’s theory of relational identity in connection with his 
own account of internal, relations, because that account 
threatened to become unwieldy.* And therein lies the 
difference in principle between the internal relations with 
which Dr. Ewing is concerned, and Bradley’s theory of 
relations. In Dr. Ewing’s treatment of the matter, the 
identity of a relation, and of a term, is absolute, not rela- 
tional, as is the case in Bradley’s view. This is to say simply 
that such relations, and such terms, are taken by Dr. Ewing 
to be what they are, not in virtue of their respective dif- 
ferenices from all else, but in virtue of what they severally 
and respectively are in and of themselves alone. ‘As thus self- 
identical absolutely, and not relationally, such relations will 
be internal in senses that can only be as different from 

‘ Bradley’s view of the matter as are absolute and relational 
identity. This difference, moreover, is that of a disjunction: 
the identity of A may not be both absolute and relational. 

This same difference in principle is again illustrated by 
the secorid of Dr. Ewing’s senses of the phrase in question. 
“The second meaning of ‘internal relation’ is ‘a relation 
essential to its terms.’ This sense can easily be derived 
from the first if we interpret “the nature of a thing’ more 
strictly so as to exclude all characteristics which seem super- 

: ficial.” } Here again, and,throughout Dr. Ewing’s discussion 
of this sense, relations and terms are regarded as. self- , 
identical each one in its own right. It is only to be expected, 
therefore, that we find in this discussion no explanation of 
* Four, of Phil. XXXII, p. 273. + Ibid., p. 122. 
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“being essential to” as meaning that. relations contribute to 
constitute their terms; and that, in so far as they do so, 
relations transcend themselves as relations. 

Dr. Ewing’s third sense need not detain us. In this sense 
of the phrase in question, internal relations are implicitly 
reduced to qualities;* and that is “a “definite error”. 
It is repudiated as an error by Bradley. “Fourthly, ‘the 
internal view of relations may be taken as simply asserting 
the fact that relations involve some kind of genuine unity 
between their terms.’’ As Professor Laird says,{ “Ultimately, 
... the question is whether a relation between things can 
describe a genuine connection or unity between the things, 
If it can, there is no mystery; for the fact, ex, hypothest, is 
intelligible. If it ‘cannot, such relations do not relate and 
are unintelligible if they pretend to do what they cannot 
do.” It is plain that on Bradley’s theory’ of relations, this 
view of the matter is not ultimate at all. For it offers no eluci- 
dation of how and why it is that relations relate their terms. 
A there set of facts is not even its own description, much 
less any analysis which might explain the “genuine unity” 
of internal relations. For our main purpose in this connection, 
however, it is enough to notice that, with regard to the rela- 
tions and the. terms here in question, nothing is said, which 
so much as suggests that their identity is relational. 

This is also pretty plain in the case of Dr. Ewing’s fifth 
sense of the phrase in question. “Professor Laird also criti- 
cizes strongly a certain interpretation of the internal relations 
view, which we may take as our fifth sense. ‘It is possible 
to assert with some confidence,’ he- says, ‘that if A has some 
relation r to B, it is not only logically conceivable that A 
and B retain their character unmodified in the relation; 


but it is logically inconceivable that théy should not, do so. 


* A.C. Ewing, Idealism, p. .122. 
+ Ibid., p. 122. 
8 + Knowledge, Bélief and Opinion, p. 214. 
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Relations hold between terms, and form, or express a tie 
between those very terms. Thus, in the propositions ‘3 is greater 
than 2’ and ‘3 is greater than 1’, one and the same 3 occurs 
in both propositions, not a 3 motlified by its relation to 2 in 
the first instante and‘a different 3 modified by its relation 
to 1 in the second inst&nce. Either the whole relational way of 
regarding things is‘mythopceic, or this identity of terms must 
be preserved.”’* “Clearly he is tight (Dr. Ewing continues) 
in holding that no tolerable view of relations can be incom- 
patible with thé fact that the same term may stand in 
different relations, and he is also, as I contend elsewhere, 
right in holding that it cannot be true that all relations alter 
or modify their ‘terms, if by this is meant that they cause a 
change in theit terms. if A and B are to stand in a relation 
at all they must first have a certain character of their own, 
‘and this character is not made by the relation in question. - 
Relations, we may: say then, are all external in the sense 
that ‘any relation presupposes a’ certain. character in the 
terms related which is itself not due to and not modified or 
constituted by the relation in question. But for all, that it 
might still well be the case that the relation was internal 
in the different senses, discussed later, that its character 
followed. from the character of the terms, and that the terms 
could not be the same if the relation were different. aa 
On:a logic of contradictories or of absolute identity, it would 
seem to be plain that, as Professor Laird says, it is “logically 
inconceivable” that A and B sleuld be modified by r, or 
by anything else. For, as intrinsically self-identical, A and B 
are changeless, and therefore not to be modified. For the 
same reason the number 8 of Professor Laird’s first proposi- 
tion would be qualitatively identical with the 3 of his second 
proposition. : 
* Knowledge, Belief and Opinion, pp. 78, 79; of. also Cook Wilson’s 
‘Statement and Inference, Vol. I, p. 71. . Ps) 
{ Idealism, pp. 125, 126. 
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In Bradley’s view, however, finite identity is not absolute 
but relational. Therefore, on this view, it is logically incon-~ 
ceivable that A and B should not be modified by their rela- 
tions. For it is in virtue of those differences that A and B 
are differentiated from all else; and it is thus ‘that their 
respective identities imply their difference from all else. 
This would have to be true likewise of the number 3 in 
Professor Laird’s first proposition and the number 3 in the 
second proposition of his illustration. Since the two contexts 
are different the relations are different: hence the meaning of 
3 in, “3 is greater than 2” will be different from the meaning 
of 3 in “3 is greater than 1” 

Again, if the view of scent as relational be left qut of 
account (and we have noticed above Dr.: -Ewing’s reason for 
not considering that view in connection with his discussion 


of internal relations), one may agree “that any relation. 


presupposes a. certain character in the terms related which 
is itself not due to and not modified or constituted. by’ ‘the 
relation in question”. It would be impossible that they should 
be unmodified in any respect by the relations which differ- 
entiate them. For those terms would be what they are in 
every respect in virtue of their relations by which they were 
differentiated. 

Dr. Ewing derives his. sixth sense from a phrase taken 
from Bosanquet, who “defines internal relations as relations 
grounded in the nature of the related terms”. It might be 
expected that any elucidation of this definition would be 
carried out in the light of Bosanquet’s doctrine of the concrete 
universal. Yet Dr. Ewing says, of the phrase in question: 
“By this must presumably be meant that their presence 
depends on and is determined, either causally or logically, 
by characteristics of their terms. This is undoubtedly true 
of some relations, e.g. the mathematical -relations, also 
similarity and difference. That 7 is half 14 or that something 
blue differs in colour from something red can undoubtedly 
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be deduced from the intrinsic nature of the terms.” In view 

of these illustrations, and of what Dr. Ewing says about them, 

it would appear that le understands internality in this sense 

‘4 to be the “mere” internality of intrinsic similarity and 
intrinsic difference. This view of internality is, presumably, 
of fundamental iniportance on a logic of contradictories; 
but it is, as we have noticed above, ruled out by Bradley’s 
conception of identity as relational. 

Of the remaining four of Dr. Ewing’s ten senses, the seventh 
is that in which a relation is said to make a difference in its | 
terms. A relation is internal “in this sense if it is such that , 
both of the terms could not have been what they are without | 
the relation holding between ‘them”.* In the eighth sense 
in question, a relation is internal if it is such that from “‘a ; 
knowledge of one term and the relation in which itjstands to , 
the other term’’, the second term may be inferred to possess | 
necessarily a certain characteristic “other than the charac- 
teristic of standing in the relations in question”.} A relation 
R is internal in the ninth sense “when A could not exist | 
unless'B existed and was related to it by R”.t And aterm that 
is not only causally but logically dependent on its relation | 
to the other term and ‘vice versa is related internally in Dr. } 
Ewing’s tenth sense. : 

It may be said that since, for Bradley, relations differen- | 
tiate the qualitative character of their terms, no terms could 
be what they are had they been otherwise.differentiated. 
Nor could A exist: as the quality it is without its being 
differentiated from B by R. It is also the case that, for Bradley, 

\ any term is logically dependent for its qualitative character 
on the relations by which it is differentiated from all other 
terms. ‘This can hardly mean, however, that Dr. Ewing’s 
seventh, ninth and tehth senses are equivalent ‘to Bradley’s 
theory of relations. Though on that theory no quality could 

* Ibid., p. 131. t Ibid., p. 135. 
¢ Jbdl., pp. 135-6. 
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be or exist as the quality it is Were its relations different in 
any respect, and though this dependence of quality on rela- 
tion and vice versa is logical in being the nature of implication 
(as opposed to “linear inference”), this is so because 
relations contribute to constitute the identity of their quali- 
ties. Thus the internality. of relations*in Bradley’s sense 
requires that relations be viewed as the moments of differen- 
tiation in a process wherein the identity of each moment 
implies its difference from every other. This would be to 
assume a view of identity on which no single term or relation 
could be repeated unaltered in diverse contexts; a:view of 


identity that nothing in Dr. Ewing’s analysis of relations: 


would seem even tq suggest. 


- 
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Space and Time 


BRADLEY assures the reader of Appearance and Reality that 
once he has grasped the main argument of the chapter on 
relation and quality, “he will have little need to spend his 
time upon those which succeed it”. For he will have seen that 
our experience, everywhere and always, is self-discrepant to 
some degree or other. Nevertheless, it may serve to illustrate 
the main conclusions of chapter III if we consider the ways 
in which Bradley finds that those conclusions about relation 
and quality are exhibited by his conception of space and time. 

At the outset of his very brief chapter on that subject, 
Bradley explains: “The object of this chapter is far from 
being an attempt to discuss fully the nature of space or of 
time. It will content itself with stating our main justification 
for regarding them as appearance. It will explain why we 
deny that, in the character which they exhibit, they either 
have or belong to reality. I will show this first of space.”™ 
To that end, Bradley proceeds to show that space must be 
more:than relational, and that space may be no more than 
relational, in nature. 

This “puzzle”, as Bradley calls it, he, sets forth anti- 
thetically. (r) “Space is not a mere relation. For any space 
must consist of extended parts, and these parts clearly are 
spaces. So that, even if we could take our space as a collection 
it would be a collection of solids. The relation would join 
spaces which would not be mere relations. And hence the 
collection, if taken ‘as a mere inter-relation, would not be 
space. We should be brought to the proposition that space 
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fs nothing but a relation of spates. And this ptopdsition 
‘contradicts itself.”8! Space must be more thah relation, for 
relations must have terms.-And space must consist of: exterided 
parts. These will be horhogeneous solids, ‘not relations at’ val. 

Thus the relation in question, if it were the. very nature of 
space, would relate spaces which are not mere relations. To 
take space as being no more than relational would ‘be to 
take it as.consisting of relations—and so of relations: without 
terms. Once the terths felated are taken into account, it i8 
seen that space cannot consist of a relation: of ‘relations. 
For that relation would not rélate spaces. 

Therefore, space must be more than a rélation. (2) “But 
space is nothirig but a relation. For; én the first place, any 
space must consist ‘of parts; and, if the pafts are not-spaces, 
thé whole is not space. Take, then, in a space any parts. 
These, it is assumed, must be solid, but they are obviously 
‘extended. If extended, however, théy will themselves consist 
of parts, and these again of further parts, and so on without 
énd. A spacé, or 4 part of space, that really means to be 
solid, is a self-contradiction. Anything extended is a collec- 
tion, a relation of extendeds, which again aré relations of 
extendeds, and so on indefinitely.. The termis are essential 
to the relation, and the terms do not €xist. Searching without 
end, we never find anything more than relations, and we 
‘see that we cannot. Space is esstntially a relation of what 
vanishes into rélations, which seek’ in vain for their terms. 
It is lengths of lengths of—nothing that we can find.” 

“And, from the outside again, a like conclusion is forced 
on us. We havé seen that space vanishes internally into 
relations between units which never cari exist. But, on the 
other side, when taken itself as a unit, it passes away into the 
search for an illusory whole. It is essentially the: reference 
of itself to something else,.a process of endless passing beyond 
actuality. As a whole it zs, briefly, the relatiori of itself to a 
non-existent other.?’8! 82 Space is no more than relational 
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because space consists of parts and these parts consist of 
parts, and so on indefinitely. Thus spacé consists of the 

ifferences by which it is internally divided without limit. 

che notion that space consists of extended parts is an illusion 
that springs from the assumption that the parts of space are 
solid. Rather, those parts consist of divisions that are them- 
selves divisible indefinitely. Those divisions or differentiations 
are relations. That is why, “Searching without end, we never 
find anything more than relations; arid we see that we cannot. 
Space is essentially a relation of what vanishes into relations, 
which seek in vain for their, terms”’.5* This is so becausé space 
is ‘divided into parts that are divided into parts and so on 
without end. Thus space consists of divisions or differentia- 
tions, and they are relations. Hence we have it that space 
is no more than the relations that are the parts of which 
space consists. 

And, when we. attempt to understand space not as a 
matter of parts, but as a unit, we are brought to much the 
same conclusion. “We have seen that space vanishes intern- 
ally into relations between units which never can exist.’’®? 
Yet, as we attempt to consider space as a whole, we find that 
it cannot be one. For’consider, either space itself has bound- 
aries, or else it has none. On the first alternative, space has 
boundaries. They are its limits, and they differentiate it from 
all that is*not space. These boundaries, then, relate space 
to whatever is different from ‘space. Thérefore, the ‘non- 
spatial terms of those relations are not Spatial, and so we have 
spatial relations that lack terms at one end.-On the second 
alternative, space has no boundaries: it is not differentiated 
from anything else. On both alternatives, then, space is 
“the relation of itself to a non-existent other’’.®? The whole 
of space with boundaries posited is differentiated by relations 
which, at one end, have'no terms. Thus the posited bound- 
aries fail to bound; for they carry with them no termini for 
the relations or differentiations which those boundaries 
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would be were they possessed of terms. And the whole of 
space taken without boundaries obviously is not even a 
specious whole. i 

Thus we may see that “Space is not a mere relation”. 
It is more than a matter of relations for the reason that space 
is extended as well as divided and therefore must consist u 
of extended parts, not of mere divisions or relations. -“‘ But 
space is nothing but a relation.” For the parts in question 
consist of parts, and so.on indefinitely. As infinitely divided, 
space is an infinity of divisions or relations. Therefore, space Ni 
is no more than relations. And these relations would be th 
hopelessly self-discrepant; for they would be relations 
without terms. 

With regard to time, Bradley thinks that “‘the réader- who 
has followed the dilemma which was fatal to space, will 
not require much explanation. If you take time as a relation 
between units without duration, then the-whole .time has 
no duration, and is not time.at all. But, if you give duration il: 
to the whole time, then at once the units themselves are mit! 
found to possess it; and they thus cease to be units. Time in i 
fact is before and after in one; and without this diversity H 
it is fot time. But these differences cannot be asserted of 
the unity; and, on the other hand and failing that, time is 
helplessly dissolved. Hence they are asserted under a rela- 
tion. Before in relation to after is the character of time; He 
and here the old difficulties about relation and quality 
recommence. The relation ‘is not a unity, and yet the terms Hh 
are nonentities, ifleft apart. Again, to import an independent i 
character into the terms is to make each somehow in itself 
both before and after. But this brings on a process which 
dissipates the terms into relations, which, in the end, erid 
in nothing.’’8% 34 Time, like space, is at once “a relation 
—and, on the other side, it is not a relation; and it is, again, 
incapable of being anything beyond a relation”’.*? Time as 
a relation has to be a relation between terms of some sort. 
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If these terms have no duration, then the whole time has 
no duration, and hen¢e it is timeless. If, on the contrary, the 
terms have duration, then they cease to be distinct.moments, 
for they are all contemporaneous with their duration. In 
order that they may remain distinct, they-must be before 
and after each other. Without that inner asymmetrical] 
diversity a duration is not temporal..Hence time is a relation 
—the relation of before and ‘after. Yet these differences in 
before and after cannot be asserted of a single duration 
without thereby denying its unity. Therefore, time cannat 
be a relation. Nevertheless, if those differences .are not 
asserted of that unity, the duration in question remains 
timeless. Hence time can only be the relation of before and 
after by virtue of which a duration is temporal. Thus we see 
that, despite the dilemma whose horns were touched upon 
just above, time ‘‘is, again, incapable of being anything 
beyond a relation.’’*3 

The relation of before and after is the nature of time; 

“and hére the old difficulties about ‘relation and quality 
recommence.”** Without their diverse relations the diverse 
moments would not be differentiated, and so would not be 
before and after each other. Yet, with their diverse relations, 
each moment is infected with self-discrepancy. For--edch 
moment, as it stands before and after other moments, is a 
“now”. Within-each now either there is no process, or there 
is process. 

On the first alternative, ‘a now would not be a moment 
of duration in process. On the second alternative, the pre- 
sumed integrity of the now is destroyed from within. “Before 
and after are diverse, and their incompatibility compelg us 
to use a relation between them. Then at once the old 
wearisome game is played: again. The aspects become parts, 
the ‘now’ consists of ‘nows’; and in the ehd these ‘nows’ 
prove undis¢overable. For as a solid:part of tinte, the ‘new’ 
does not ’exist.”” Midday is after morning and before after-, 
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noon. But in this process there is no self-sustaining point at 
which a final line may be drawn between before’ and after. 
No matter how brdadly that process be measured, or how 
minutely, the unit of process measured will contain within 
itself processes, and these will be before and after one another. 
“Pieces of duration may to us appear not to be composite; 
but a very little reflection lays bare their inherent fraudu- 
lence. If they are not duration, they do not contain an after 
and before, and they have, by themselves, no beginning or 
end, and are by themselves outside of time.”’** Moments of 
duration are themselves in process of becoming; they contain 
within themselves not barren simplicity*but processes, which 
are likewise durations that are before and after one another. 

To deny this is tantamount to affirming: that the moments 
of duration you started with have no beginning and no end, 
no before and no after. But without beginning‘or end, these 
moments would fall outside of time. And, “‘ifso; time becomes 
merely the relation between them; and duration is a number 
of relations of the timeless, theniselves also, I suppose, related 
so as to make one duration. But how a relation is to be a 
unity, of which these differences are predicable, we have 
seen is incomprehensible. And, if it fails to be a unity, time 
is forthwith dissolved. But why should I weary the reader 
by developing in detail the impossible consequences of 
either alternative ?”’®> A relation cannot be a unity of any 
sort, for, as we have seen, a relation is any aspect of diffeten- 
tiation in a process. This aspect is no static, vacuous being; 
a differentiation is itself in process, and so contains -within 
itself differentiations and the moments of relative immédiacy, 
or quality, which they differentiate or relate. Yet if the 
relation which allegedly relates the timeless units fails to 
effect somehow a unity among them, we afte left with the 
notion dof a time that would consist of timeless terms ‘with- 
out relations. Any such “time” would consist of “timeless 
thoments”’ that were not even differentiated, but simply one. 
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The General Nature of Reality 


In the course of the several remaining chapters of Book I, 
Bradley illustrates his conclusion that ‘‘a relational way of 
thought ... is a makeshift, a device, a mere practical 
compromise, most necessary, but in the end most indefens- 
ible’.2® The contradiction yor contrariety essential to the 
relational situation is likewise found in space and time, 
motion and change, causation, activity, and the self. 
Nowhere in appearance do we find a relational situation, 
whatever its character, that is altogether self-coherent. 
“The-result of our First Book has been mainly negative. We 
have taken up a number of ways of regarding reality, and 
we have found that they all -are vitiated by self-discrep- 
ancy.”!° Yet this very negation requires a positive ground; 
and it is to a consideration of this that Bradley turns in the 


opening chapters of Book II. 


When you condemn the self-discrepant as appearance, 
and hold that appearance is not absolute reality, either you 
have some notion or other, however dim and vague, of 
what you mean by the reality which you say the self-dis- 
crepant is not, or else your condemnation of appearance 
as being not reality is groundless. For, on the second alterna- 
tive, you have not the least notion of what it is that you say 
appearance is not. 

Even so, it may be rejoined, surely the ultimacy of the 
relational and self-discrepant must be suspect, whether or 
not a man be cognizant of the grounds. of that suspicion. 
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And no less surely, about reality in itself, the sensible man 
can be only agnostic. ““To know the truth, we shall be told, 
is impossible, or is, at all events, wholly impracticable. 
We cannot have positive knowledge about first principles; 
“ and, if we could possess it, we should not know when actually 
we had got it. What is denied is,-in short, the éxistence of a 
criterion.” Yet, with no criterion of reality, how can you 
deny that anything, however incoherent, is réal ? 
Bradley insists there can be but one answer to this question: 
in condemning the inconsistent as appearance, we are 
contrasting all this with what is not inconsistent; and this, 


the self-consistent, is ultimate reality. “Our standard denies: 


inconsistency, and therefore asserts consistency. If we can 
be sure that the inconsistent is unreal, we must; logically, 
be just as sure that the reality is consistent. The question 
is solely as to the meaning to be given to consistency.”?119 
If, by definition, the inconsistent is unreal, then by the 
contradictory (or contrary) of the same definition the self- 
consistent is real. A denial of the conclusion of this irimediate 
inference would deny the definition from: which it follows. 
* Still, it may be objected, this is a barren conclusion. 


To know, if we do, that the ultimate nature of things excludes’ 


contradiction or contrariety is only to know that:much; and 
this is not to know anything positive about absolite. reality, 
“The denial of inconsistency, therefore, does not predicate 


any positive quality. But such an objection is untenable.??222: 


In his Logic (Vol. I, chapter III), to which Bradley here 
refers us, the reasons why such an objection as this one is 
not tenable are given at length. 

In the negative judgment “‘A is not B” the negation may 
not be a merely external relation. Neither may the negation 
be said to affect only the copula: nér may it be said to 
‘belong only to the predicate. For then the judgment “A is 


not B” would read “A is not-B”’; and: we should be judging: 


A to be qualified by not-Bness. In short, ‘‘tiegation presup- 
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poses a positive ground”.* This ground will be that in virtue 
of which A is not, or exchides B. “Every negation must have 
a ground, and this ground. is positive. It is that quality, x 
in. the subject which is incompatible with the suggested 
idea. A is not B because A is such that, if it were B, it 
would cease to be itself. . . . In other words, its quality x 
and B are discrepant: And we can not deny B withoyt 
affirming in A the pre-existence of this disparate quality.’ 
Thus the redness of a rose here and now is incompatible . 
with its being yellow. And that very determinate red 
would be the positive ground of the judgement “this, rose 
is-not yellow’. ‘ 

But more often, than not, perhaps, this positive ground 
is not made explicit in the mind of the subject who makes 
the judgement. He might -assume, and without thinking 
about it, that ag an extended thing, the rose recognized at 
a distance has some colour. or other, and so judge signifi- 
cantly, “that ros¢ is not yellow’—whatever the perceived 
colour oft might turn out to be. ¥et were a negative judge- 
ment without any such ground, however far to seek, or 
difficult to discriminate, it would be groundless altogether; 
and so not a judgement at all. 

Thus, even though our objector should take it that 
Bradley’s criterion here is fairly stated, “reality js not 
self-discrepant”’, still he must acknowledge that (on Bradley’s 
theory ‘of. negation) this negative judgement requires a 
positive ground, And, at the very least, this ground can 
only- be the self-consistency of the real. Even so, it may still 
be urged, “‘the criterion is a basis, which serves as the founda, 
tion of denial; but, since this basis cannot be exposed, we are 
but able to. stand on,it and; unable to-see it’’.12% If, at thig 
’ stage, more than a criterion -of the nature of reality were 
in question, such an -objection as this one might seem, 
plausible: “and there is a sense in which I am prepared to 

* Logic, Vol. I, p. 114. { Ibid., p. 117. 
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admit that it is valid” 122 The plausibility here would derive 
from the assumption that the criterion of reality, as opposed 
to appearance, is taken to be more.than:a criterion. As such 
it does indeed afford no detailed knowledge of reality. 
“But that is very far from being the point here at issue. 
For the objection denies that we have a standard which 
Rives any positive knowledge, any information, complete’ 
or incomplete, about the genuine reality. And this denial 
assuredly is mistaken.’’}2? It is assuredly mistaken, because 
appearance is not blank nothing and is, therefore, in some 
sense real. The real, we have found, is the self-consistent. 
And so we know “that everything, which appears, is some- 
how real in such a way as to be self-consistent. The character 
of the real is to possess everything phenomenal in a har- 
monious form’’.4#3 How this may be so, it is the burden of 
Bradley’s theory of degrees of truth and reality to explain 
in some detail. 

To find that no relational situation is wholly self-consistent 
is not to find, that any situation is entirely or absolutely 
incoherent. For the absolutely incoherent would be not a 
unitary situation at all, but rather a mere aggregation. of 
items. These items would be other than each other; and, by 
hypothesis, each one would be incompatible with, and so 
‘would exclude, every other one. Such a -process would 
be not a process at all, but a fixed set of incompatibles.- 

The internality of relations rules out any plurality of 
reals as merely other’than each other. “Otherness? would 
be the name of what (in his essay on Relations) Bradley calls 
a “merely external relation”. For’ it would in no wise 
differentiate its intrinsically diverse terms. Such terms, 
intrinsically other than each other, would be-what they were 
respectively in virtue of themselves alone. They would be 
self-identical, and therefore changeless. For that reason alone, 
such terms would be, at best, the merest abstractions ‘from 
process. é 
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That there may be different qualities in appearance, 
there must be distinct,differentiations by which those distinct 
moments of immediacy in process are differentiated. The 
character of any and every quality requires the differentia- 
tions in virtue of which the quality is what it is. This ‘is 
to say that “identity implies difference”. Since identity 
everywhere and always implies difference, this oft-quoted 
dictum may not be taken in a restricted sense. Were there 
some qualities, X, Y, Z, whose identity were not relational 
but intrinsic, their being different likewise would be intrinsic 
to those qualities themselves. This difference would be 
what Bradley calls a “merely internal’ relation. Such a 
relation would be not a connection or differentiation at all; 
for an intrinsic difference could be nothing distinct from the 
intrinsically different terms themselves. And terms that were 
intrinsically individuated, or differentiated, would be self- 
identical and so changeless. A relation, to be a differentia- 
tion at all, and not a merely internal relation, must be dis- 
tinguishable from its terms.* 

But moré than this: were the identity.of X, Y, and Z not 
relational but intrinsic, those terms would be absolute, 
each one in'its own right. No one of them would be related 
with thoge terms whose identity is not absolute, but rela- 
tional. And so X, Y, and Z would stand in a merely external 
relation to those terms whose identity implies their-respective 
difference from all else. But any such externality is ruled 
out by Bradley’s elucidation in the ‘Chapter on Relation and 
Quality of how it is that differentiations in process are 

* What is the difference between a merely internal and merely external 
relation? Neither the one nor the other is a differentiation. Intrinsic 
difference is internal because any alteration in the terms ipso facto 
is an alteration in their intrinsic difference: and that difference is merely 
internal because it is iritrinsic. Such is not the case with a merely external 
relation. If the otherness of a hue and a figure be taken to be relation, 
then as a merely external relation it does not relate them. Arid so there 


could be nothiag in that merely external relation to be’ altered by an 
alteration in the hue or the figure. 
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internal to the qualities thus differentiated. The internality 
of relations holds not at all, or it holds everywhere and always. 
To object that it holds not at all, is to invite oneself to expose 
as fallacious the dialectic by which Bradley finds the intern- 
ality of relations to be the outcome of his initial elucidation 
of appearance in process. 

The quality A is A, not in virtue of its difference from 
some other qualities and relation, but in virtue of its differerice 
from all else. And A is any quality: where and whenever a 
moment of immediacy is differentiated there will be a 
quality whose character is what it is in virtue of its difference 
from all else. Thus, by its differentiations from all that is ; 
not itself, any quality is related with the indefinite variety 
of appearances from which it differs. And any attempt to 
maintain the reality of relations as merely external must 
fail. “For if, wrongly and for argument’s sake, we admit 
processes and arrangements which do not qualify their terms, 
yet such arrangements, if admitted, are at any rate not 
ultimate.”!25 For nothing short of the whole system of 
internally related qualities, and internally qualified, rela- 
tions, can be ultimate. Anything less could- be final in its 
own right only if it were absolute, and so external to the 
system of internal relations, But that this is not a real alter- 
native, the dialectic of the internality of relations makes 
plain. 

Whatever is distinct is different; and to be different is 
to be differentiated, and so we have relation atonce. ‘“‘Réla- 
tions are unmeaning except within and on the basis of a 
substantial whole, and related terms, if made absolute, 
are forthwith destroyed.’!*5 For absolute terms would be 
non-relational, and therefore not differentiated, and so 
nothing at all. Thus identity implies difference, everywhere 
and always. Any case of appearance will be what it is in 
virtue of its differences from all else. Thus, by the considera- 
tion of any form of process, we are led at once to the conclu- 
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sion that reality cannot be less than a systematic whole of 
qualities and relations. That absolute Reality is more than 
this, the essential (although relative) incoherence of the 
relational situation indicates: Reality is the absolutely self- 
consistent being within which the’ various degrees of in- 
coherence in Appearance are resolved. 

- How, even in principle, this resolution of degrees of 


coherence into an absolute reality is made out by Bradley, © 


is a topic ‘to be dealt with in its proper place. “Our result 
so far is this. Everything phenomenal is somehow real; 
and the absolute must at least be as rich as the relative. 


And, further, the absolute is not many; there are no indepen- . 


dent reals. The universe is one in this sense that its differences 
exist ‘harmoniously within one whole, beyond which there 
is nothing. Hence the absolute is, so far, an individual and a 
system, but, if we stop here, it remains but formal and 
abstract.” Can we then, the question is, say anything about 
the concrete nature of the system? Bradley answers that 
reality is sentient experience. For everywhere and always 
what we have is the felt content of consciousness. Any attempt 
to deny this, say by way. of a distinction between the experi- 
encing and the experienced, which held the “ing” and the 
“ed” to be not distinct merely, but independent, could only 
‘ignore the internality of.relations. 

The Cogito ‘surely illustrates a truth; viz, the truth that no 
content “of consciousness may deny its own reality. And 
the identity, or character, of any content implies its difference 
from all else. In virtue of the relations by which any content 
is differentiated continuously within the whole, any content 
will be continuous with the whole; and the whole thus will 
be continuous with any content. Anything other than the 
systématic whole of internal relations would stand in an 
external relation to that whole. Yet this something or other 
is but a verbal fraud. For, as standing out of all relation 
to the. system of internal relations, there would be nothing 
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by which it could be differentiated and made different and 
itself: such an “‘it” could be nothing at all. 

The conclusion that the real.is sentient experience follows 
from an acknowledgement of the fact of sentient experience 
in‘any form, and an understanding of Bradley’s theory of 
relations. In his conclusion here, Bradley fears he ‘‘may be 
understood to endorse a common error. I may be taken first 
to divide the percipient subject from the universe; and then, 
resting on that subject, as on a thing actual by itself, I may 
be supposed to urge that it cannot transcend its own states. 
Such an argument would lead to impossible results, and 
would stand on a foundation of faulty abstraction. To set 
up the subject as real independently of the whole, and to 
make the whole into experience in the sense of an adjective 
of that subject, seems to me indefensible. And when I contend 
that reality must be sentient, my conclusion almost consists 


in the denial of this fundamental error. For if, seeking for - 


reality, we go to experience, what we certainly do noi find 
is a subject or an object, or indeed any other thing whatever, 
standing separate and on its own bottom. What we discover 
rather is a whole in which distinctions can be made, but in 
which divisions do not exist..And this is the point on which 
I insist, and it is the very ground on which I stand, when I 
urge that reality is sentient experience” .4** That there must 
be distinctions, and that there may be no separations, follows 
from the doctrine of relations that is elucidated in the course 
of chapters II and III of Appearance and Reality. Appearance, 
whatever its form, is systematic: there are to ‘be found, and 
may be, no isolated and self-contained appearances existing 
out of relation with the systematic whole of internal relations. 
The real is sentient experience, not because reality is the 
.adjective of a self-identical finite subject, but rather because 
there is sentient experience, and because anything other 
than or merely external to it, the internality of relations 
rules out. It may be that solipsism is implied by any subjective 
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Idealism: certainly it is irhpossible within Bradley’s meta= 
physics. For no finite centre of experience may be absolute: 
it is what it is in virtue of its relations with all else: Any 
attempt to posit a self that is a finite individual alone and 
in its‘own right can only ignore the theory of relations in 
virtue of which there is but one individual that is Absolute. 

The dialectic or elucidation of relation and quality leads 
to a°monism at once. A ‘‘some-what” that were not dif- 
ferentiated from all else could be nothing at all. And once 
differentiated from all else, any content whatever will be 
related with all that is not that relational content. The 
character of the content of reality may not be other than 
sentient experience. For the reality of setttient experience 
may not be denied: And anything other than sentient 
experience would be the verbiage of a term standing in a 
merely external relation. 

Bradley is well aware that the concrete nature of reality 
is thus hardly more than indicated, and not made out.¢ 
Yet a conclusion about the general nature of reality. has 
beén reached.. “Our conclusion, so far, will be this, that the 
absolute is one system, and that its contents are nothing 
but stntient experience. It will hence be a single and all- 
inclusive experience, which embraces every partial diversity 
in concord. For it cannot be less than appearance, and hence 
no féeling or thought, of any kind, can fall outside its limits. 
And if it is more than any feeling or thought which we know, 
it must still remain more of the same nature. It cannot pass 
into another region beyond what falls under the general 
head-of sentience. For to assert that possibility would be in 
the end to use words without a meaning. We can entertain 
no such suggestion except as self-contradictory and as 
therefore impossible.”#° We may reject this conclusion, 
I submit, ‘only if we reject Bradley’s dialectic of relation 
and quality. And to that elucidation of the contraries which 
constitute process, any alternative ‘on which relations and 
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their terms respectively are intrinsically self-identical, and 
so absolute, each’ one in its own right, is of no avail. For 
such self-identical terms and relations may not become. 
Hence, to adopt any such alternative would be to deny 
not only Bradley’s dialectic of relation and quality, but 
also, and altogether, the very possibility of becoming 
itself. 

That, it may be urged, is what ought to have been done 
in the first place. It is an old story that what is called 
becoming is unintelligible, and an error to suppose that 
any case of development exists. Hume, for example, was a 
sensible man: he considered what we actually have in 
appearance; viz. succession: not development, or becoming. 
And if he did little or nothing toward elucidating the nature 
of succession, stil] that is not difficult to do in terms of the 
substitution of items:in a compact series. 

This hearty optimism would not be easy to uphold under 
criticism. For in 4 case of succession such as A, and then b, 
and then C, where is the successiveness to be found? By hypo-: 
thesis, A and B and C are respectively self-identical and 
therefore changeless. Evidently, then, the succession of 
A, B, C is not to be found either zz A or in Bor in GC. The 
change in virtue of which B is substituted for A, and C for 
B, may not exist within those items themselves. Where then 
does it exist ? And what is its nature ? To these questions 
our optimism affords no answer. And if, consistently with the 
self-identity of each one of the successive items, we try to 
think of the change in virtue of which they are successive 
as self-identical, we are faced with a flat impossibility. 
A self-identical change could only be changeless; and a 
changeless change is a contradiction in terms. 

The change, in virtue of which successive items succeed 
one another, can hardly be a self-identical nature or form 
of any:sort. And since no change may be self-identical, no 
change may be the contradictory of, or merely other than, 
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any different change. Thus but one logical alternative 
remains: we must seek to elucidate the nature of process, not 
by any method for which identity is absolute, but rather by 
a dialectic of contraries. This allows us to notice that the 
identity of any moment of process is not absolute but 
relational. The quality A is not moment B in any sense in 
which the “not’’ here would be the sign of pure negation. 
Rather, the quality A is-a contrary of moment B; and one 
miiddle term which falls between A and B is C. By this middle 
term they are-differentiated; but not by it alone. And, since 
there is nowhere pure negation, this differentiation will be 
not external to, or other than its qualities: rather it will 
contribute to constitute their character, and so be internal 
to them. The respective identities of A and B imply that very 
differentiation, as the identity of that differentiation implies 
those qualities. And the conclusion that identity is relational 
—that identity implies difference—holds without exception. 
For the identity of any exception would not be relational 
but -absolute. And for that reason, any alleged exception 
to the conclusion that identity implies difference could have 
no existence in process. The identity of A implies its differ- 
ence from all else; and so at once we have a systematic-whole 
of internal relations. 

The use of the term implication in this context does not 
introduce anew factor into the dialectic of relations. No case 
of systematic implication (as distinguished from “linear 
inference’, and from the implication which “linear infer- 
ence” requires that it may be a priori) is anything distinct 
from the relational situation which is that implication. To 
say that qualities imply relations, and that relations imply 
qualities, means that qualities are internal to their dif- 
ferentiations, which are internal to those qualities. And this 
means that the quality contributes to constitute the differen- 
tiation, and the differentiation the quality: where the 
phrase “contributes to constitute’ designates nothing in the 
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\ 
relational situation distinct from the moments of immediacy 
and mediation which are the process itself. 

The absolute to which this relational process leads we 
may know not concretely and in detail, but rather in abstract 
terms; and in a certain intimation of its character which our 
experience affords us. And our position here is ineluctable. 
So long as the relational way of thought is ours, then no 
matter to what level of concreteness we may attain, still we 
fall short of the Absolute. In order to know the Absolute, 
we should have to be absolute, and so cease to be relational 
and finite and ourselves. ‘‘What is impossible is to construct 
absolute life in its detail, to have the specific experience in 
which it consists. But to gain an idea of its main features— 
an idea true so far as it goes; though abstract and incomplete 
—i§ a different endeavour. And it is a task, so far as I 
see, in which we may succeed. For these main features, to 
some extent, are within our own experience; and again the 
idea of their combination is, in the abstract, quite intelligible. 
And surely no more than this is wanted for a knowledge of 
the Absolute. It is knowledge which of course differs enor- 
mously from the fact. But it is true, for all that, while it 
respects its own limits; and it seems fully attainable by the 
finite intellect.”4° The source of this imperfect knowledge 
is two-fold: on the one hand, there is “mere feeling. or 
immediate presentation”, 4% 141 on the other, there is the 
relational character of process, which “implies a substantial 
totality beyond relations and above them, a whole endeavour- 
ing without success to realize itself in their detail’’.14° How 
it is that these two aspects of the matter may be taken 
together as affording-an intimation of the character of the 
Absolute is a question to which we may now turn. 

In immediate presentation we have what Bradley calls 
“the This and the Mine’. For in the moment of immediacy 
that is quality, there is an immediacy of feeling in virtue of 
which thé quality is this moment, and mine. ‘The ‘this’ and 
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the ‘mine’ are names which stand for the immediacy of 
feeling, and each serves to call attention to one side of that 
fact. There is no. ‘mine’ which is ‘not ‘this’, nor any ‘this’ 
which fails, in a sense, to be ‘mine’. ’? 197 

Any experience, in being mine, will be also this experience. 
And the “this” has a quite general referent: for, as so used, 
the term refers to the immediacy of feeling with which any 
moment of experience will be suffused. This immediacy 
of feeling “brings a sense of superidr reality, a sense which is 
fat from being wholly deceptive and untrue. For all our 
knowledge, in the first place, arises from the ‘this’. It is the 
one source of our experience, and every element of the world: 
must submit to pass through it. And the ‘this’, secondly, 


has a genuine feature of ultimate reality. With however great , 


imperfection and inconsistency it owns an individual charac- 
ter. The ‘this’ is real for us in a sense in which nothing else 
is real.””88 Any moment of process will be this moment, so 
that any knowledge we may have will “arise from the this’’. 
Again, any moment of process will be internally related with 
my finite centre and thus, in‘that sense, any “this will also 
be mine”. 

It is in Bradley’s explanation of his second point here that 
we have an account of the sense in which the “this” affords 
us some intimation of the character of the Absolute. Ultimate 
reality is not self-transcendent; for it is not relational. The 
Absolute, that is to. say, is self-identical: it is not mediated, 
or in process, in any sense of the term. Now “the ‘this’ 
possesses to some: extent the same wholeness of character. 
Both the ‘this’ and reality, we may say, are immediate”. 
Yet whereas the Absolute is above relations and wholly 
self-identical, thé this is immediate “‘because it is at a level 
below distinctions” ,!°* 199 and- not absolutely immediate. 
For the “this” is the aspect of undiscriminating feeling which 
is the felt immediacy of any moment of sentient process. 
As undiscriminating, such feeling exhibits no differentiations 
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within itself; it is almost mere sentience; it is the freshness 
or the apathy or the ‘dullness or the vivacity, and so on, of 
an experience, Yet the “this”, though it be the undiscrim- 
inating feeling toné of any experience, is not itself undis- 
criminated. And in being discriminated, however slightly, 
the this is differentiated, and so it is relational. - 

Again, if within the immediate feeling that is a this there 
be a tendency toward discrimination, and so toward internal 
differentiation, still such a “this” remains below the level 
of fully explicit differentiation. As thus at a level in process 
below that of explicit distinctions, the “this” is such that 
“Its elements are -but conjoined, and are not connected. 
And its content, hence, is unstable? and essentially tends to 
disruption, and by its own nature must pass beyond the 
being of the ‘this’. But every ‘this’ still shows a passing aspect 
of undivided singleness. In the mental background specially 
such a fused unity remains a constant factor, and can never 
be dissipated.” Although the “this” is never absolutely 
stable, and tends to pass over into differentiation, still at the 
same time no “this” fails to present a momentary aspect of 
undivided unity, And it is in this momentary phase of 
undifferentiated, unity which any moment of’ experience, 
no matter how elaborate, will bear with it, that we have our 
intimation of the character of the absolute whole. That is 
why “The ‘this’ is real for us in a sense in which nothing 
else is real’’.19° For the “‘this”, though never absolutely 
stable, and still relational in virtue of its differentiations 
from all else, is more nearly absolute in its identity than is 
anything else to be found in process. 

Yet if we take the “this” less narrowly, and in something 
of its context, we find that the phase of passing unity, which 
is its content, may be but fugitive. For “this” excludes 
“that”; and this exclfision may not be an ‘external relation. 
Hence we see that the “this”, taken negatively or as exclud- 
ing a “that”, is relational and therefore not ultimate. But if 
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we take the ‘“‘this’’ quite narrowly and as no more-than a bare 
moment of immediacy, then the “this” excludes nothing and 
is merely positive. ““We have found that the ‘this’, taken as 
exclusive, proclaims itself relative, and in that relation for- 
feits independence. And we have seen that, as positive, the 
‘this’ is not exclusive at all. The ‘this’ is inconsistent always, 
but so far as it excludes, so far already has it begun internally 
to suffer dissipation.”®°> The “this” is always inconsistent 
because, like any other quality in process, it is at once imme- 
diate and self-transcendent: yet taken as it occurs in process, 
and so with its, differentiations, the “this” is relational. 
Again, as sheer immediacy, the “‘this”, Bradley holds, is 
without content. For content implies distinction;2%° and, 
within utter immediacy, there are no distinctions at all. 
Even so, it may be urged, the “this” is surely something 
more. than the content of a moment of process. For any such 
content may be this content and mine; so that there is no 
specific content that is. proper and peculiar to the “this” 
and the “mine”. “In the ‘this’ . . . there is something 
more than content. For by combining qualities indefinitely 
we seem unable to arrive at the ‘this’. The same difficulty 
may be stated perhaps in a way which points to its solution. 
The ‘this’ on one hafid, we may say, is nothing at all beside 


content, and,on the other hand the ‘this’ is not content - 


at all. For in the term ‘content’ there lies an ambiguity. It 
may mean a what that is, or again is not, distinct from 
its ‘that’. And the ‘this’, we have already seen, has incon- 
sistent aspects. It offers, from one aspect, an immediate 
undivided experience, a whole in which ‘that’ and ‘what’ 
are felt.as one. And here content, as implying distinction, 
will be absent from the ‘this’. 2263 Within a whole devoid 
of distinctions, plainly there may be no distinct content that 
might be proper and peculiar to the “‘this’”. Thus, in an 
immediate undivided experience there will be a passing 
aspect of singleness, in virtue of thé undifferentiated charac- 
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ter of the immediacy thus preserited. Within this undivided 
aspect there are nq distinctions; for it is internally undifferen- 
tiated, the bare immediacy in question-exhibits no differen- 
tiations within itself; and so it offers no distinct content which 
might, belong to the “this”. Yet any such utter immediacy 
may be this immediacy and mine; and so we notice that the 
“this” designates no content proper and peculiar to itself. 
“If, on the other hand, we use content generally, and if 
we employ it in the sense of ‘what’ without distinction from 


‘that’—if we take it to meari something which is experi- 


enced—then, most emphatically the ‘this’ is not anything 
but content.’2°3 In this content, taken as in no wise trans- 
cending itself, there will be no distinction between what 
the.content is and the fact that the content is this somewhat. 
So taken, this content will be immediate. In the sense that 
this content, so taken, is in no wise distinct from this same 
content, the ‘‘this’’ is nothing other than content. 

In short, there is no sense of the term “‘this” in’ which it 
designates a content proper and peculiar to itself. If thes 
content be taken in point of its immediacy, then there are 
to be found within that immediacy no distinctions whatever. 
And this is to-say that the content, so taken, exhibits nothing 
that could be proper and peculiar to the “this”, other than 


the single content itself. Yet we have noticed that any content, 


may be this content, and that this content may be any con- 
tent. There is, and could be, no content which would be the 
proper and peculiar referent of the term “this”. ‘If we are 
asked what content is appropriated by the ‘this’, we may 
reply that there is none. There is no inalienable content 
which belongs to the ‘this’ or the ‘mine’.’’#°¢ The term 
“this” is not the proper name of any quality or relation. It has 
no, proper and peculiar connotation of its own. And in every 
case of its use, the significance of the terin “this” derives 
from the connotation of its context. The context will describe 
a content, and will describe it as being—partially, at least— 
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immediate. In so far, then, as the context conveys the felt 
immediacy of the content, the “this” is significant of that 
immediacy. Yet, since such a content in its felt immediacy 
may be any content, there is no inalienable content which 
belongs to the .“‘this” or the ‘‘mine”’. No content is proper 
and peculiar to the “this”, simply because any content may 
be this content. “We have found that, in a sense, the ‘this’ 
is not, and does not own, content. But, in another sense, 
we have seen that it contains, and is, nothing else.’20¢ If 
it be undeniable that the referent of the term “this” may be 
no matter what, then the’referent of the term “this” may not 
be something distinct from any content; something which 
as distinct, would belong only to the. “this”; and so the 
referent of the term “‘this” is nothing else than content, or 
just any content in its ‘felt immediacy. 

Were the “this” and the ‘‘mine” not exclusive of the 
“that” and the “yours”, it might be urged that they are 
real in isolation from all else. Tq be sure Bradley writes of the 
“this” and the “‘mine” as being below the level of relations. 
But to be below the level of distinctions is not to be by that 
very fact unrelated altogether. Within the aspect of the 
“this” that is‘ its bare immediacy, there are no distinctions, 
and, therefore, no relations. Yet the question, it may be 
urged, is how this aspect which, within itself, is below the 
level of relations, is related to the content of which it is 
a passing aspect ? And the answer here could only be that it 
is by virtue of the difference of this aspect from the rest 
of the content that the aspect is related to or continuous 
with the content. For within itself the aspect is devoid of 


relations: so taken it is immediate, and thus different from — 


what of the. content is relational. And by virtue of that 
difference, the passing aspect of immediacy is continuous 
with its content. 
Moreover, to point: out that the “this” is below the level 
of relations is not to say that the “this” is relationless. “An 
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immediate experience, viewed as positive, is so far not 
exclusive. It is, so far, what it is, and it does not repel any- 
thing. But the ‘this’ certainly is used also with a negative : 
bearing. It may mean ‘this one’, in distinction from that 
one and the othet one. And here it shows obviously an ex- 
clusive aspect, and it implies an external and negative 
relation.”” But every such relation, we have found, is incon- 
sistent with itself (chapter III). For it exists within, and by 
virtue of an embracing unity, and apart from that totality 
both itself and its terms would-be nothing. And the relation 
also must penetrate the inner being of its terms. ‘ “This’, in 
other words, would not exclude ‘that’, unless in the exclusion 
‘this’, so far, passed out of itself. Its repulsion of others is thus 
incompatible with self-contained singleness, and involves 
subordination to an including whole. But to the ultimate 
whole nothing can be opposed, or even related.’?°! The 
contrariety in all process is presented in its most immediate 
and crucial form in the “this” and the ‘‘mine”’.-As positive, 
the “this” is unmediated within ‘itself. Yet, that it may be 
“this” rather than “‘that’’, a “this”? must be different from 
a “that”. By virtue of that difference a “‘this” will transcend 
itself. And that self-transcendence, which is the very process 
of becoming, is not consistent with the positive immediacy 
of the “this”. For ds positive, “It is, so far, what it is, and it 
does not repel anything.” Yet any “this”, while it is 
immediate, is also relational; it is at once both itself and 
self-transcendent in virtue of the ‘very differentiation by 
which its immediacy is ¢his immediacy and not that one. 
Thus we may come to see that even immediate experience 
is related within the systematic whole of sentience that is the 
content of ‘Reality, and of whose Absolute immediacy the 
*‘this” affords us an intimation. 

The other source of our knowledge of the absolute, which 
Bradley mentions, is that of the relational character of 
‘experience. “And, again, the relational form, as we saw, 
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pointed everywhere to a unity. It implies a substantial 
totality beyond relations and above them, a whole endeavour- 
ing without success to realize itself in their detail.’“1 The 
sense, if any, in which the internality of relations may imply. 
a whole that would be different frem, and over and above, 
the system of internally related qualities itself, remains to be 
seen.. Yet, whether or not the internality of qualities and _ 
relations leads to an Absolute whose identity is not relational, 
it does supply the nexus in virtue of which we may know that 
the relational way of thought, though it be never more than 
an ineluctable compromise, is always thinking what is some 
degree or other of reality. 


w 
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The Internality of Thought 
~ and Reality 


At the outset of his elucidation of how thought and reality 
are ‘related, Bradley distinguished between the “what”? 
and the “‘that”’; and this distinction is fundamental for: his 
theory of how it is that" we know the real. “If we take up 
anything considered real, no matter what it js, we find in 
it two aspects... . There js a ‘what’ and a ‘that’, an 
existence and a content, and the two are inseparable.’’143 
We can say of anything we-choose to consider both that it 
is and‘what it is; wheré the “that” marks the existence of the 
what, and the “what” refers to the quality or character of 
that existent. These two aspects of anything are distinct and 
distinguishable, but they are not separate or separable. 
A bare existent: one that were without a character or content 
“of any sort: would b¢ nothing at all. Again, a content that 
were without character of any sort would 4¢ nothing at all. 
Again, a content that were not, that content, or this content, 
would be nothing distinct from anything else, and’ so .it 
would be nothing at all. 

. Yet, in the process of thinking, a “what” will be differen- 
tiated from its “that”, “For thought is clearly, ‘to some extent 
at least, ideal. Without an idea there is no thinking, and an 
idea implies the separation of content from existencé. It is 4 
what which, so far as it is-a mere idea, clearly is not, arid if 
it also’ were, could, so far, not be called ideal. For ideality 
lies in the disjoining of quality.from being.”42 43 [hig tells 
us what Bradley means by the “ideality: of the finite”’ » 
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Thinking is ideal in that the content of thought will be a 
“what” partially prescinded from its “‘that’’. This abstrac- 
tion may in no case be more than partial. For if a what were 
wholly abstract and quite independent of any context of 
relations whatever, it would be differentiated by nothing, 
and so “‘it”? would be nothing at all. “If we try to get the 
‘what’ by itself, we find at once that it is not all. It points 
to something beyond and cannot exist by itself and as a bare 
adjective. Neither of these aspects, if you isolate it, can be 
taken as real, or indeed in that case is itself any longer. 
They are distinguishable only and are not divisible. 9149 
As we abstract, we progressively alter the relations in which 
the content initially stood. A “what” which were quite 
prescinded from its “‘that’? would be a content cut off frém 
all relations. Any such what would be a “‘floating idea’; a 
something that were external to the internality of relations. 
We have seen above the reasons why nothing-real may be 
external to all relations. Without relations, “it” would not 
be differentiated from anything and so “‘it’” would be 
nothing at all. The “what” and the “‘that” are distinguish-, 
able, not separable. ‘ 
Bradley warns us against the error .of taking it that the 
ideal may be mere psychical fact, such as an image or a 
sensé-perception. Since the ideal consists of a ‘“‘what?? which 
is partially transcending its “that,”’ ‘‘the common view which 
identifies image and idea is fundamentally in error. For an 
image is a fact, just as real as any sensation; it is merely a 
fact of another kind and it.is not one whit more ideal. But 
an idea is any part of the content of a fact, so far as that works 
out of immediate unity with its existence. And an ‘idea’s 
factual existence may consist in a sensation or perception, 
just. as in an image. The main point and the essence is that 
some features in the ‘what’ of a given fact should be alienated 
from its ‘that’ so far as-to. work beyond it, or at all events 
loose: from it. Such a movement is ideality, and, where it is 
82 


* 


The Internality of Thought and Reality 


absent, there is nothing ideal.’”“4 The psychical fact that is 
an image of imagination, is a fact which is no more ideal 
than is the psychical fact that is a sense perception. It is in 
the movement by which moments of sentience are in processes 
of differentiation, or self-transcendence, that ideality con- 
sists. The ideality of the finite, or the partial transéendence 
of a “that” by its “swhat”, is in no respect different from the 
process of the internality of relations. 

We have noticed that the’ “what”, or the character of a 
quality, inevitably transcends itself in and through the very 
differentiation, or relation, by virtue’ of which it is Yiaf 
quality, and not a different one. Likewise, any differentia- 
tion, or relation, will transcend “itself in so. far as what falls 
between the qualities thus differentiated is internal to, or 
in and of the terms thus related by that “what”. This move- 
ment of self-transcendence is everywhere the nature of 
process. In the “this” and the “mine” self-transcendence js 
but incipient, to be sure; yet, as we noticed above, it is theré 
present. And in explicit thinking the ideality of the content 
is realized to a discriminable degree. This ideality of the 
finite is the very same as the self-transcendence of moments 
of process or Appearance. This-self-transcendence of content 
arises by virtue of the incessant internal differentiation, or 
relation. of moments of Appearance. , 

"In the moment of differentiation that is.thought, as dis- 
tinguished from ~judgement, we have no more than the 
partial transcendence of a “that” by its “what”, without 
the consummation of the reference of this “what” to a 
“that” which lies beyond the context from Which that 
“what” is passing. With the consummation of that process, 
we have judgement, which is “thought in its completed 
form”. And in considering the nature of judgement, we may 
see more fully why it is that no psychical fact is an. idea. 
“We can understand this most clearly if.we consider ‘the 
nature of judgement, for there’ we find thought in its com- 
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pleted form. In judgement an idea-is predicated of a reality. 
Now, in the first place, what is predicated. is not a mental 
image. It is not a fact inside my head which the judgement 
wishes to attach to another fact outside. The predicate is a 
mere ‘what’, a mere feature of content, which is used to 
qualify further the ‘that’ of the subject. And this predicate 
is divorced from its psychical existence in my head, and is 
used without any regard to its being there. When I say ‘this 
horse is a mammal’, it is surely absurd to suppose that I am 
harnessing my mental state to the beast between the shafts. 
Judgement adds an adjective to reality, and this adjective 
is an idea, because it is a quality made loose from its own 
existence, and is working ‘free from its implication with that. 
And, even when a fact is merely analysed—when the 
predicate appeafs not to go beyond its own subject, or to 
have been imported divorced from andther: fact outside— 
our .account still holds good. For here obviously our syn- 
thesis is a re-union of. the distinguished, and it implies a 
separation, which, though, it is Over-ridden, is never un- 
made. The predicate is a content which has been made loose 
from its own immediate existence and is used in divorce from 
that first unity.”144 In a judgement, the “what” which is its 
content, exists not in.a stage of mere self-transcendence 
referring to a subject beyond itself. Rather, the “what” of 
a judgement exists as referred to a subject. This is to say 
that the moment of mediation or self-transcendence or: 
relation that is thinking, is, in judgement, fully referred 
to the subject which, in and through that judgement, this 
thinking cdmes to qualify. Thus the initial partial estrange- 
ment of the “what” from its “that” is healed in the union 


. of that “what” with the further psychical fact which is the 


proximate subjett of the thought thus completed in judge- 

ment. “Judgement i is essentially the re-union of two sides, 

‘What’ and ‘that’, provisionally estranged. But it is the 

alienation of these aspects in which thought’s ideality con- 
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sists.”°178 In the re-union of “what” and “that,” however, 
the what need not be re-united with the very same psychical 
fact from which initially it was estranged. For the what 
may be referred to, and finally joined with, new psychical 
fact which would be quite different from the old. 

Indeed, once it be considered that any case of the ideality- 
of thought is a case of the self-transcendence that is of the 
essence of the internality of relations, it is then difficult to 
see how the reunion that is judgement could be a mere 
Tepetition of the psychical fact in which the content of the 
judgement had its origins. For the “what”, in passing beyond 
its “that”, is altering its context of relations. This is to say 
that: the “relations’’, by which the what is differentiated, 
are being altered. And in any alteration of its relations the 
“what” itself is being altered. Therefore, the “what” that is 
re-united in judgement may not be qualitatively identical 
with what it was at the inception of the moment of ideality; 
nor, for that matter, at any stage in the course of the passing 
of that-moment of thinking over into the fulfilment ‘of it in 
judgement. It would seem, then, that.both the “what” which 
is re-united in judgement and the relational context of this 
consurhmation could only be different from the initial “what” 
and its “that”. Indeed, since identity implies qualitative as 
distinguished from numerical difference, a mere repetition 
of content would be impossible. 

The sharpness of the contrast drawn by Bradley between 
the ideality of self-transcendence, and the comparative 
inanition of psychical fact, might suggest that.most psychical 
fact is congealed sentience, barely alive. Worse still, the 
suggestion might be conveyed that the ideal is a light that 
never was on sea or land, except as a sort of aura diffused 
here and there on earth by precious minds. This sort of 
misunderstanding of the matter Bradley takes up as “a 
most important point”. “There exists a notion that ideality 

is something outside of facts, something imported into them, 
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_or-imposed as a sort of layer above them; and we talk as if 
facts, when let alone, were in no sense ideal. But any such 
notion is illusory. For facts which dre not ideal, and which 
show no looseness of contént from existence, seem hardly 
actual. They would be found, if anywhere, in feelings 
without internal ‘lapse, and with a content wholly single.””™8 
Within a content without internal lapse there would be no 
differentiations. Hence there would be within it no relations, 
no process of fission through which it would transcend itself. 
Any such content would be hardly actual; it would be this 
content and mine, but at a level of sentience almost below 
that -of discrimination. ‘ 

Nevertheless, and no matter how lethargic any such 
moment: of sentience might be within itself, it would be 
that lethargic moment and different from all else. Although 
‘barely actual or definite, or hardly explicit, that content 
would differ from its :felational context. To that extent 
it would be ideal. And any moment of sentience, however 
lethargic and smug, will be a differént moment. Hence any 
content, even though it be almost devoid of differentiation 
within itself as immediacy or quality, still will be incipient 
with change. For it will be.the quality it is by virtue of its 
relations. These will be: neither lethargic nor smug, but 
actively alive. As those relations change, the content they 
differentiate will change also. 

This much is true “of any content or fact. That is why 
any fact, however subliminal and- undifferentiated within the 
immediacy of it, nevertheless is in ‘changé and so in a refer- 
ence beyond itself that is incipient at least. 

Hence Bradley continues with the text quoted: above as 
follows: ‘‘But if-we keep to fact which is given, this changes 
in our hands, and it compels,us to perceive inconsistency of 
content. And then this content ‘cannot be referred merely 
to its given ‘that’, but*is forced beyond it, and is made to 
qualify something outside. But, if so, jn the simplest change 
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we have at once ideality—the use of content in separation 
from its actual existence.’ There is ideality in the simplest 
change because any change in any content ipso facto is a 
change in the relations which differentiate it, and by which 
it transcends itself. The change that is this self-transcen- 
dence is ideal, for the ideality of the finite consists in the 
self-transcendence of psychical fact. And this transcendence 
consists in the process of relationat becoming that is Appear- 
ance. Through that self-transcendence the content of a 
psychical fact comes to be referred beyond its “that”, “For 
the content of the given is for ever relative to something 
not given, and the nature of its ‘what’ is hence essentially 
to transcend its ‘that’. This we may call the ideality of the 
given finite. It is not manufactured by thought, but thought 
itself is its development and product. The essential nature of 
the finite is that everywhere, as it presents itself, its character 
should slide beyond the limits of its existence.”4* Such is 
the character of the finite because everywhere and. always 
the finite is relational and in process: it is Appearance. The 
ideality of the finite is anything but intellectual and factitious; 
rather it is the very nature Of the incessant fission in sentience 
which issues in the self-transcendence of psychical fact that 
is thought. Hence the sense in which thought is thought, the 
- sense in which thought is ideal, and the sense in which the 
internality of relations is in process, are all one and the same. 
Having thus explained briefly the sense-in which thought 
is properly said to be ideal, and how it is that thinking is 
completed in judgement, Bradley now proceeds to indicate 
what is for him the nature of truth. ““Truth is the predication 
of such content as, when predicated, is harmonious, and 
removes inconsistency and with it unrest: And because the 
given reality is never consistent, thought is compelléd to 
take the road of immediate expansion. If thought were, 
successful, it would have a predicate consistent in itself and 
agreeing entirely with the subject. But, on the other hand, . 
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the predicate must be always ideal. It must, that is, be a. 
‘what’ not in unity with its own ‘that’, and therefore, in ‘and 
by itself, devoid of existence. .Hence, so far as in thought 
this alienation is not made good, thought can never be more 
than merely ideal.” The truth attainable by thought, and 
attained in judgement, may not be absolute. Thought and 
judgement are ineluctably relational. A thought, that is, 
to be non-relational ‘or absolute, would require ‘‘a pre- 
dicate consistent in itself and agreeing entirely ‘with the 
subject”. Such a thought would be a tautology; for the 
predicate A would “agree entirely with,” i.e. would repeat, 
the subject A. And such a thought would be intrinsically 
tautologous. For A,, in being itself absolutely, would be 
intrinsically individuated; and thus would be true also of A,. 
Therefore A, and A, would be no more than numerically, 
or enumerably, different from each other. Numerical 
difference would be a merely external relation, and any such 
notion is-excluded by the internality of relations. 

Thus thought may not choose ‘to be tautological: it is 
ineluctably relational; which is to say that in thought 
“the predicate must be always ideal”. What is predicated 
in a process of thinking may be only a “what” which is in the 
process of self:transcendence. This process of self-transcend- 
ence is the very process of predication which is completed 
in the re-union of the “what” with a new “that”. Without 
this.fact of self-transcendence, there would be no process in 
sentience—at most there would be only changeless states of 
feeling in succession. Indeed, within any such changeless. 
sentience, there would hardly be even a plurality’ of states. 
For as changeless, sentience could not become differentiated 
at all, and so it would remain everywhere and always 
homogeneous and undifferentiated. No such sentience could 


give rise to ° much as a vague question about itself, much 


less 4 thought, or a judgement. For in being altogether 
unmediated, such. sentience could only be undifferentiated, 
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or relationless, and hence: mere psychical fact devoid of 
all thought. 

In the absence of all becoming or self-transcendence, there 
could be no thinking, but only mere psychical fact. But 
change is an experience whose actuality cdn hardly be 
_questioned. Where there is change at all there is differentia- 
tion and thus “inconsistency of content,” or self-transcen- 
dence. And, the “what” which thus is transcending its 
“that” “cannot be referred merely to its given ‘that’ but is 
forced beyond it, and is made to qualify something outside.”’ 
And that is why it is that “in the simplest change we have 
ideality ; for within no matter what sort of change there will 
be differentiation, and we have noticed that in any quality 
or relation there is self-transcendence. Indeed, self-tran- 
scendence is but another name for the relational character 
of appearance. Qualities transcend themselves as qualities 
in so.far as they are related: ‘relations likewise transcend 
themselves as relation’ in so far as they contribute to con- 
stitute their qualities. 

Yet, no matter how elaborate the origins of a thought, 
and no matter how comprehensive and self-consistent the 
resulting judgement may be, this judgement-will fall short of 
absolute truth. “For the content of the given is for ever 
relative to something not given, and the nature of its ‘what’ 
is hence essentially to transcend its ‘that’. This we may call 
the ideality of the finite. It is not manufactured by thought, 
but thought itself is its development and product. The 
-essential nature of the finite is that everywhere, as it 
presents itself, its character should slide beyond the limits of 
its existence.’’46 Even so, it may be asked, why is thought 
not able through the internality of relations to arrive at the 
positive nature of the Absolute? For ‘the internality of rela- 
tions is the very being in process of thought and of judgement. 
And to this the answer is agaif the same in principle. 

Absolute knowledge of the Absolute would be either (1) a 
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knowledge that were related to, and by virtue of that very 


relation, differentiated from the object known, or (2) this 
knowledge would be not relational /at all, but rather identical 
with what thus would be Known. On the first alternative 
the knowledge in, question still would be relational and 
therefore not absolute knowledge. Moreover, were anything 
whatever held to be related to or with the Absolute, that 
Being itself would forthwith become relatiorial, and thus it 
would ‘cease to be Absolute. 

On the sécond alternative, the knowledge in question 
would be one with its object. Such alleged knowledge 
would consist of a judgement in which the subject and the 
predicate were qualitatively identical. And this tautology 
would, be ty suicide of thought and judgement. “‘If there 
is no judgement, there is no thought; and if there is no 
difference, there’ is no judgement, nor any self-consciousness. 
But if, on the other, hand, there is a difference, then the | 
subject is beyond the predicated content.’ Were there rio 
differences anywhere in sentience, there could be no self- 
consciousness and no thinking; for all would be one and 
homogeneous. And _ this differentiation which is the 
self-transcendénce of process must be a difference between 
‘qualities: it may mot be the mere numerical difference of 


‘two qualitatively identical items. For such items would be 


self-identical, and therefore changeless. The differentiation 
or self-transcéndence which is the active nerve of thinking 
ahd judging must be qualitative. Consequently and inevit- 
ably in thought and in judgement there will be a difference 


between the subject of thinking and what is predicated of 


that subject in the completed judgement. An absolute, or 
non-relational, judgement is a tautology; and in the bare 


‘repetition of tautology we have the suicide of judgement. 


In whatever form we may have sentience, it will be.in 
becoming; differentiations will be breaking out within it, 
and the. qualities-thus emerging will be related by those very 
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differentiations. Qualities as qualities, we have seen, are the 
moments of immediacy in sentient process. And relations 
are the moments of differentiation in that process. The 
self-transcendence of quality. by relation is the ideality of ” 
thought and the content of judgement. It is because thought 
and judgement are thus essentially relational-that, no matter 
how comprehensive and internally coherent a judgement 
may become, it ‘can only fall short of being absolutely 
self-coherent. “Thought is relational and discursive, and, 
if it ceases to be this, it commits suicide; and yet, if it remains 
thus, how does it contain immediate presentation?”15 The 
conclusion to which we are driven is that if, by ‘immediate 
presentation”, we mean something absolute in its own right, 
then thought neither contains nor attains immediate presen- 
tation. The immediacy of the “this” and the “mine” is, we 
have noticed, at once immediate and relational, thus 
illustrating in an acute form the essential incoherence of 
any partial whole of quality and relation. Any whole in 
judgement, however elaborate and comparatively -self- 
coherent, will still fall short of the absolutely self-coherent 
Individual. Yet, again it may be urged, “‘A harmonious 
systern of content predicating itself, a subject self-conscious 
in that system of content, this is what thought should 
mean.’’169 But this system would be simply thé systematic 
whole of internal relations. For, since that whole would be 
sentience, it would be a systematic whole conscious of itself. 
Yet, here again, no advance has been made. What is 
conscious “‘of” the’ content of the systematic whole either 
is somehow different from that content, or it is not different 
from it. The first alternative gives us self-consciousness, ° 
but it gives it to us as the feeling of a systematic whole from 
which that feeling remains: distinct; and, so far, excluded 
from that whole. The second alternative gives us no self- 
consciousness at all—no consciousness, that is to say, distinct 
from that of the systematic whole of sentience itself. 
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Though any attempt to exhibit the positive character of 
the Absolute in and through thought be fore-doomed to 
failure by the essentially relational nature of judgement,. 
still the theory-of predication which Bradley presents in 
Note A affords another clue to the function of the Absolute 
in judgement, and so in Appearance itself. If, in thinking, 
we would have more than a mere association of ideas, there 
miust be in some sense the assertign of “‘unity in diversity.” 
Differences in no sense united are merely different; and, on 
the other hand, it is an old story that the formula ofthought 
may not be “A is A”. Yet the requirement that thought 
must unite differences is not an easy one to fulfil. If the“ 


formula for. significant thinking may not be A is A, neither, 


may it be A is Y. For here the predicate Y, beirig different 


‘from A, is.not A. Since this would be to assert and to deny 


in the same thought, the process of uniting differences in 
judgement may not be expressed in the form “A is Y”. 

The alternative that, in thinking A is Y, we are really 
meaning “A has Y”, is of no avail. For either “A has Y” 
means no more than “A is A and has Y’’, where the “‘has’” 
expresses bare conjunction; or ““A has Y” means that “A 
is-such-as-to-have Y’. On the first alternative the connec- 
tion of Y with A remains unexplained; on the second, the 


.copula is again introduced, and the original dilemma 


remains. The one possible method of resolving this dilemma, 
Bradley concludes, is afforded by the notion of identity in 
difference. Judgements uniting differences are themselves 
adjectives of Reality, which, is a systematic Whole. The 
absolute identity of this Whole is the ultimate identity in all 
differences. Hence, it is ultimately in virtue of this identity 
that A and Y are united in thought. 

In the statement of a judgement the subject will be 
grammatically distinct from the predicate. But nothing in 
judgement itself corresponds to this grammatical distinction. 
For both of the terms which contribute to constitute a 
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judgement are adjectival. This means that the subject and 
predicate terms are alike in qualifying a reality which lies 
beyond those constituents of the judgement itself. Nor may 
it be otherwise within the internality of relations. For the 
two terms in question will be related in virtue of their 
qualitative difference. Again, in virtue of their’ difference 
from their proximate subject—that to which they initially 
refer—they are related with that subject of their reference. 
And their reference, or their being referred to that proximate 
subject, will consist in the very differentiations by which those 
‘terms are related to that subject. Moreover, the respective 
identities of those terms imply their differences from, and 
so their relations to, all else. This is true also of the identity 
of the relational situation which is. their proximate subject. 
Thus the ultimate subject of reality is the absolute identity- 
of the systematic whole. It is to‘this, ultimately, that every 
judgement refers. Nor can there be any .mystery as to the 
nature of that reference. For it is in virtue of the internality 
of the relations of its contents to all else, that the final 
subject of any judgement is ultimate Reality. 

Thus we may see that on any view of the nature of 
relations that is cognate with that of Bradley, the question, 
what is the nature of the relation between thought and 
reality? would be a’ meaningless question. It would be 
meaningless because there is and could be no single or 
unique relation that were “the relation” between thought and 
reality. The object of thought is not in any sense independent 
of what is thought. With. Bradley’s dialectic of relations in 
vmind, the’ internality of thought and reality will be plain 
enough. For the content of any judgement, in virtue of its 
difference from its proximate subject, is related with that 
subject. And the proximate subject, with that related content, 
likewise are related within and to the whole of the systematic 
whole that is Appearance. 
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CHAPTER V 


The Coherence Theory of 
Truth and Reality 


Brap.ey deals with the problem of error,,on his way to his 
theory of truth, and weyshall examine his theory of-error as a 


preface to the main topic of this chapter. ‘Error is without 


any question a dangerous subjéct, and the chief difficulty is 
as follows: We cannot, on the one hand, actept anything 
between non-existence ‘and reality, while, on the other hand, 


_ error obstinately refuses to be either. It persistently attempts 


to maintain a,third position; which appears nowhere, to 
exist, and yet ‘somehow, is occupied. In false appearance 


* there is something. attributed to the real which does not ° 


belong to it. But if the appearance is not real, then it is 
not false appearance, because it is nothing. On the other 
hand, if it is false, it must therefore be true reality, for it is 
something Awhich.is. And, this dilemma at first sight seems 
ihsoluble,’?164 165 

Error, it would seem, must be real in some sense:, yet an 
error neither may belong to the Absolute, nor .may it 
qualify, nor contribute to constitute any erroneous judge- 
ment; for all judgements are ‘in and of the Real. Yet it is 
being erroneous: that is the defining characteristic of the 
erroneous judgement. Thus it would seem that error both 
must be, and yet maynot be real. 

Accordingly, the two main questioris with which Bradley 
is here concerned are (1) why error may not be real, and 
(2) the sense in which error is (as it must be) real.18 Error “‘is 
at any rate one kind of false appearance. Now. appearance is 
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,content not at one with its existence, a,‘what’ loosened from 
its ‘that’.”266 And, “appearance will be truth when a 
content, made alien to its own being, is related to ‘some fact 
which accepts its qualification. The true idea is appearance 
in respect of its own being as fact and event, but is reality 
in connection with other being: which it qualifies.”"46° As 
ideal, a,true idea ig an appearance in that the ideality of the 
finite is the process of self-transcendence that is Appearance. 
But a true idea, as a tontent of completed thinking or 
judgement, is real to the degree to which it coheres with the 
proximate subject that it qualifies. “Error, on the other hand, 
is content made,loose from.its own reality, and related to a 
reality with which it is distrepant. It is the rejection of an 
idea by existence which is not the-existence of the idea as 
made loose. It is the repulse by, 'a"substantive of. a liberated 
adjective.”16¢ And in a footnote to this passage, Bradley 
adds that ‘‘whether the adjective has been liberated’ ‘from 
this substantive or from another makes no difference”. 
An erroneous judgement will be one whose content is, to a 
degree, incoherent with the proximate subject to which that 
content is referred. 

But ‘this is mot to be taken to mean that the content qua 
content is erroneous. ‘To be sure, the identity’of the content 
is relational, and so the content itself-will illustrate the 
comparative incoherence of any relational reality. Yet this 
comparative incoherence is not error. Nor will error result 
before judgement is attempted and completed. For it is in 
the predication of a content which is not compatible with 
its proximate: subject that ertor exists. Thus it is not. the 
relational incoherence or self-discrepancy of the content 
itself that is etror; rather it is the failure of the content 
predicated of the proximate subject to cohere (to any but a 
slight degree) with the subject it is judged to qualify. 

The proximate subject, S, will be a certain relational 
situation. As such it will be a relational concretion having a 
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certain character, which will be, different from that of any 
other relational situation. Now predicate A, lét.us say, will 
be more fully coherent with the character of S' than will, 
predicate Z. This: is to say that all the, differentiations By 
which A is related’ with S are indefinitely: more elaborate 
than are those by, which’ Z:is thus related. That’ being the: 
case, the predication of A of S would result ‘iri a judgement 
whose content were elaborately relevant to, and therefore 
cohérent with; the subject thus qualified., Such a judgement 
would be true to a high degree. If, on the contrary, predicate: 
Z, were: predicated, of §, then there ‘would be but little 
coherence of that predicate with the subject of the judgement.: 
To be sure Z could not be out of ail relation to’S; for,nothing 
may he quite external to anything else. But Z-has so little 
bearifg on (i.e. so fewy or such tenuous relations with) S, 

that the character of, s repels Z when it is judged to qualify 
S with a relevance of which Z is not capable in that 
connection. 

Lest. the meaning of the terin “relevance” here seem to bé 
in need of a definition which,.it may seem, ‘could only, be 
circular, it may be well to take up that point before going 
on. The term “relevant”, it may be:urged, is not definable 
_ Without circularity; for ‘any definition offered would: have 
“to be relevant. The force of this objection i is specious, on 
Bradley’ s theory of appearance and reality.* For the relevant 
is the internally related.. All apped4rances are internally 
related: hence Bosanquet’s dictum, “‘all is relevant to all’’. 
Nor does this’ bi-verbal definition beg: the question: For by 
this definition the meaning of “relevance” is simply identified 
with that of the internality of relations; and (as is even 
obvious) the meaning of that doctrine is not thus called in 
question. 


In an’ erroneous judgement, some content or other is 
N 


* It is also specious on,other grounds that need not be entered into 
in this connection. 
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alleged to be relevant to a subject in respects in which that 
content is not thus relevant.. “Suppose that when William 


has been hung, I dssert'that:it was John. My assertion will 


then be false, because William is certain. And ifso, then after 
all my error syrely will consist in giving to the real a self- 
discrepant content. For otherwise, when John is suggested, 
I could not reject the idea.’’46 Here the error lies in the 
discrepancy between the-relevance of the living character 
of John and the nature ‘of William’s being’ hung. And 
taking the judgement as: being completed in its alleged 
reference* to its subject, this discrepancy between the 
adjective and substantive terms of the judgemental ‘situation 
will be the self-discrepancy of the judgement, taker as the 
total situation. It is this discrepancy between assertéd 
relevance, and the actual substantive ‘situation, that js at 
once error in judgement and, seemingly, a flat inconsistency 
in monistic theory. 

Turning, to the “second main problem of the chapter”’ ,16° 
_ that “about the relation of error to the Absolute’’,16 

Bradley-:gives the following statement of the matter to be 
explained: ‘There is no way but in accepting the whole 
mass of fact, and in then attempting to-correct it and make 
it good. Error‘is truth, it is-partial truth that is false only 
because partial and left incomplete. The -Absolute has 
without ‘subtraction ‘all those qualities, and it has every 
drrangement which we seein to confer upon it by our mere 
mistake. Tle only mistake lits,in our failure to give also the 
complement. The reality owns the discordance’ and the 
disctepancy of false appearance; but it possesses also much 
else in which this jarring character is swallowed up and is 
dissolved in fuller harmony. I do, not mean that by:a mere 
re-arrangement of the matter which is given to us, we could 
remove its contradictions. For, being limited, we cannot 
apprehend all the details of the -whole.- And. we must remem- 

* Where the term “reference” means what is meant by “relevance’’, 
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ber that every old arrangement; condemned as erroneous, 
itself forms part of that detail. To krniow all.the eléments of 
the universe, with ail the conjunctions ‘of those ‘elements, 
good and bad, is impossible for finite minds. And hence 
obviously we are unable throughout. to reconstruct our 
discrepancies. But we can, comprehend in general what we 
cannot see exhibited in detail.’’!6%,170 The statement that 
“error is truth’ may seem merely paradoxical; yet it 
expresses literally a part of Bradley’s theory ‘of error. 

We have noticed how error arises. When,a content, Z, is 
almost irrelevant to S, and yet is asserted to qualify S, then 
we have error. This error is not a“nature or form that is 
distinct from the internally related content which is the 
adjective, and, the relational situation which is the sub- 
stantive, of the judgement. For.the error will consist: of the 
almost complete failure of the content:Z to qualify S.. And 
this failure is no nature or form of any sort. Rather it is 
almost complete irrelevance. 

Now, any case of relevance ‘will be some case or ‘other: of, 
the internality of relations realized in a -judgement., This — 


. judgement wil]/be an appearance; and it will be real,to the 


degree’ to which it is self-coherent. But irrelevance, taken as 
utter irrelevance, has no referent anywhere’ in appearance 
or reality. The utterly irrelevant would be the non-relevant. 
This verbiage would have no bearing (beyond that of its: 
existence as a verbal construction) within the internality of 
relations, and so it would have no ‘logical bearing (as 
distinguished from a merely verbal ontological standing) 
at all. Thus, in so far as the content of an erroneous judge- 
ment is logical or coherent with the subject of that judgement, 
to that extent the judgement is true. Thé rest of it is verbiage. 
For whatever of a judgement is not true is irrelevant, and 
what is irrelevant may have no referent within the realm 
of the internality .of relations. Short ‘of the very best that 
Rimbaud, Péguy, and Stein. have produced, there will be 
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no utter irrelevance, and so no absolute error. Failure in 
relevant qualification ‘will usually be but partial: when 
utter meaninglessness is achieved, this will be utterly non- 
logical. Such achievements in the-use of language, howéver, 
are very rare. Almost always the erroneous judgement will 
be more than irrelevant and merely: verbal, However 
slightly, it will still qualify the real; and, to that degree, it 
will be, not the irrelevance that is mere error; rather, it. will 
-e true to a certain degree. . 

By the emendation of its content, an erroneous judgement 
may be made less erroneous, or more.coherent with its sub- 
ject, and so more true. Thus “error.is truth, it is partial truth, 
that is false only because partial and left incomplete.” 
As the truth of a.judgement becomes less: partial, léss in- 
complete, thé content of the, judgement ‘will be more 
fully related to the subject. The judgement will be: .the 
tore relevant, or the more trué. It is in this failure to be 
rélevant that error lies, and.that failure is nothing -positive: 
it is not in any sense a quality or a relation. ‘The: only 
mistake lies in our failure to.give also the éomplement.”!” 
For by any emendation of the original content of an 
erroneous judgement, the initial error is transcended. And 
by an emendation that ‘were almost all-comprehensive, we 
would arrive at a judgement that were but slightly errongous. 
But to accomplish so much as this ,would be ptactically 
impossible. “I do not mean that bya mere re-arrangemenit 
of the matter which is given to us, we could remove its 
contradictions.’?74 Since our outlook is limited, we may not 
apprehend anything like all of the.details of the systematic 
whole of internal relations. Moreover, as Bradley reminds us, 
we must not forget “‘that every old arrangement, condemned 
as erroneous, itself forms part of that detail.” This brings 
us to the third and final orfe of the main topics of Bradley’s 
chapter on error. 

Up to this; point, we have noticed’ that error lies in the 
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conflict between the relevance (or the internal relations) 
of a contént predicated of d subject, and the character of 
the ‘subject which repels the predi¢ation of that. content. 
We have noticed also that, in:so far as error is a failure, in 
relevance:.and so is irrelevance, error is ‘nothing real. An 
erroneous judgement i is ‘significant, and a judgément at all, 
only j in so far as it is true. And: by. a progressive emendation 
of art erroneous judgement, the initial cgherence of it with 
the real may be deepened and widened. Thus, so far, it 
would seem that‘ errorvis merely negative, or unreal. “But 
our.account, it will fairly be-objected, is untenable: because 
‘incomplete. For error is not merely negative.’’?”? Because the 
content, predicated as thoroughly relevant, fails to fulfil the 
intended predication. This failure is nothing real, to be sure. 
But the difference | betweeii. Z (the predicate which is mainly 
irrelevant to S) and A (the*predicate which’ is almost fully 
relevant to the character of S) is a relation. And this relation 
(this difference between Z and.A), like ariy other. relation, 
is. not unreal. It constitutes ‘the reason why it must be 
admitted that error is, not merely negative. For though 
irrelevance is verbiage, still the difference between the 
predicate of a judgement: that is largely irrelevant, and any 
+ other content that is relevant to the subject of that judge- 
ment, is real. * 
Error is. not a special sort of appearance; taken, as a 
characteristic of some (and only some) judgements, error is 
unreal. Any’ judgement, in ‘being’ less than wholly. self- 
coherent, will be less than wholly true. Hénce any judgement 
will be erroneous to a degree. ' 
Butif error is.no peculiat disease, amenable toa logical 
cordon sanitaire, none: the less any error is real. The reality of 
it consists of the relations that are the differences between the 
predicate predicated by a judgement: that is erroneous and 
the quality of the subject that repels that predicate. Those’ 
relations are‘as real as any others. And they may be any 
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relations whatever; not-relations or differences of a peculiar 
sort. 

The’ relations that: constitute the reality of an error are 
of no special brand; the difference between -those relations 
as they contribute to constitute that judgement, rather than 
arly. other, is a difference of degree. For the difference 


between a judgement that is erroneous and one that is true © 


is a difference not of kind. Any-judgement is at once true 
and erroneous.. A judgement that-is more comprehénsively 
self-coherent than not, is properly called true. A judgement 
that is more fully self-disctepant than coherent, is properly 
called an error. 

Far from being a pecyliarity of some judgements ‘only, 
error is of the nature of all "jtidgements, to Some degree or 
other. For a judgement is a relational situation, and the 
relational is everywhere and always self-discrepant: not 
absolutely, of course; that would be the blank of a pure 
negation; but self-discrepant to a degree. «© 

Error, ‘theh, is all-pervasive in appearance; for the self- 
discrepant reality of error consists of’ the degrees of ‘self- 
discrepancy that-are the differentiations-in the process of 
becoming. Thus, in reality error is not different in-kind from 
truth. An error is a judgement that is more ‘comprehensively 
self-discrepant—a judgement in which more, cOntrafieties 
break out between the proximate subject and’ the preditate— 
than our aspiration to self-coherence: can tolerate. ' 

And the reality of any error itself is self-discrepant 
because, taken as degrees of contrariety, errors are riot self; 
sufficient. Our aspiration to the attainment of complete 
selfcoherence makes us discriminate between deégrées of 
self-discrepancy and self-coherence. “Error is truth, it 
is partial trith, ‘that is false only because partial and left 
incomplete. The Absolute .4a$ without subtraction all those 
qualities, and it, has every arrangement which we seem to 
confer upon it by our mere mistake. The only mistake lies 
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in our failure to give also the complement. . *,. Ido not 
mean that by a mere re-arrangement of the matter which is 
given to us, we could remove its contradictions. For, being 
limited; we cannot apprehend ‘all the details of the whole. 
And we must remember that every old arrangement, 
condemned as erroneous, itself forms part of that detail. 
To know all the elements of the universe, with all the 
conjunctions of those elements, good and bad, is impossible 
fot finite minds. And hence obviously we are unable through- 
out to reconstruct our discrepancies. But we can comprehend 
in general what we cannot see exhibited in detail.’?16% 170 
We can understand in principle that, through progtessive 
emendation, we can render our judgements’ less self- 
discrepant and thus more self-coherent. “Error is truth when 
it is supplemented.’’!”° An erroneous judgement is true to the 
degree to which it is self-coherent, and the truth of it is ° 
increased as the scope of that coherence is enlarged. 

Bradley’s insistence on the continuity of ‘error with truth 
might well lead am ill-disposed reader of Appearance and 
Reality to the conclusion that there is no difference between 
error and ignorance. Our judgements ere always, as coherent 

“ as we Can make them; where we fail to make them more so. 
than they are, our failure’ is‘in no sense a mistake, but 
merely a matter of ignorance. 

This would be to overlook the point that in an erroneous 
judgement there is present an insistence that the judgement 
is true, not erroneous. ‘For the point of error, when all is 
said, lies in this very insistence on the partial and discrepant, 
and this discordant emphasis will fall outside of every 
possible ‘rearrangement. I admit this <dbjection, and I 
endorse it. The problem of error cannot be solved by an 
‘enlarged scheme of relations.”!”2 That could not be the 
whole of the solution, because it is just the insistence on 
what is self-discrepant that sustains the conviction that an 
erroneous judgenient is not in.error, or is, at least, not as 
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; roneous’ as it is. Any emendation. of the judgement in the 
directidn of more self-coherence will dissipate that insistence, 
to’be sure; but the fact of the past existence of it will remain. 
{ps Bradley recognizes that it is not enough to explain the 
ontological nature of‘error. Take any view of that question 
you prefer, and a further question still remains; namely, 
why a man who is in error feels or insists that he is in the 
right ? Bradley: answers..that “‘Error is, but is not barely 
what it takes itself to be. And its mere onesidedness again is 
but a partial emphasis, a note ofinsistence which contributes, 
we know not how, to the greater energy of life. And, if so, 
the wholé problem has,-so far, been disposed of.’’1"8 This 
“follows because the insistence itself, in being but a one-sided 
emphasis, ipso facto is differentiated from, :and thereby 
related to, ‘all else. ‘Thus while the fatuous insistence charac- 
teristic of any‘erroneous judgement is real and'forcible, still, 
at the same time, the relational status of'it within Appears 
ance is in no wise peculiar, but simply that of any other 
appearance. 

However, the question of the status of'error in Brddley’s 
metaphysics is thus dealt with only “so far”, and not com- 
pletely. So fat we have seen why Bradley’holds that “error” 
is not the name of any special sort of appearance. ‘The 
question remains as to how the self-discrepant may be taken 
up into the Absolute. For, as Bradley reminds us in this 
connection, “‘the Absolute is.not, and cannot be thought as, 
any scheme of relations. If we keep to these, there is no har- 
monious unity in the whole. The Absolute is beyond a mere 
arrangement, however well compensated, though an arrange- 
ment is assuredly one aspect of its being. Reality consists, 
as we saw, in a higher experience, superior to the. distinc- 
tions which it includes and overrides.’’”? Yet, since relations, 
however badly mistaken and mixed up in judgement, still 
are relations, there remains the question as to how such judge- 
ments, along with all appearances, stand to -the Absolute. 
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We shall follow Bradley in deferring consideration of this 
question to a,stibsequent chapter. At the close of his discps- 
sion of Error (ch. XVI); Bradley foreshadows the answer 
he gives,to the question thus deferred. “We havé pointed-out 
that it is at, least possible for errors to correct themselves, 
and, as such, to’ disappear ‘in a ‘higher experience. But, if 
so, we must affirm that they are thus absorbed and made 
good. For what is possible, and what a_general principle: 
‘compels,us' to say must be, that certainly zs.”’178 

With the nature and 'status of error and irrelevance thus 
considered and partially, at least, accounted for in Bradley’s 
view of the matter, we may now turn to the dialectic of 
degrees of truth and reality. That ‘truth for us may be in 
no casé absolite, we havé ‘hoticed in several conriections; 
and here, at the beginning of his theory of truth, Bradley 
reminds us that there may be no degrees in the Absolute. 
‘The Absolute, considered as such, has of course no degrees; 
for it is perfect, and there can be no more or less in perfection 
(chapter XX). Such predicates belong to, and have a 
meaning only it the world of appearance.”%!8 What is itself 
absolutely, may not be itself “‘more of less”. On the contrary, 
rio relational fdct ever.is less than, absolutely “self-coherent. 
Hence; in no judgement, properly so called, may the con- 
notation of the predicate term coincide wholly with that of 
the’ subject term. No imatter How fully self-coherent the 
terms of a judgement may be, “‘there is still a difference, un- 
removed, between the subject and the predicate, a difference 
which, while it persists, shows a failure in thought, but 
which, if removed, would wholly destroy the special think-' 
ing’’.31® For were, there no  self-discrepancy in sentient 
process,:there would bé no self-transcendénce. And without 


_ the transcendence of the “that” by the “what”, there‘would 


be né thinking.» “We have already perceived the main 

nature of the process of thinking. Thought essentially 

consists in the’ separation of the ‘what’ from the ‘that’. 
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ht may be said to accept: ,this .dissolution as its effective 
p&inciple.”’41 ; 

oe een no judgement may but fall short of full 
self-coherence. ‘We may put this otherwise by laying down 
that, any tategorical judgement must be false. The subject 
and the predicate, in the end, cannot either be the other. 
If however’ we, stop :short of this goal, our judgement has 
failed to teach truth; while, if we attained ity the terms 
and their relations would: have ceased. And hence all our 
judgements, to be true, must become Conditional. The 
predicate, that is, does not hold unless by the hélp of some- 
thing else. And this ‘something else’ cannot’ be stated, so as 
to fall inside even a new and conditional predicate.”32°* 
No matter how elaborately a judgement might be expanded 
by the progressive emendation of it, still there would remain 
: “something else’? which fell beyond that judgement; for 
no judgement may be more than relational, or less than 
absolute. The conditional nature of judgement is -the rela- 
tional naturé of "process: And the scopé’ of the relational re- 
gress-in virtue of which any relational situation is itself, we 
have seen to .be endless for the way of thought that is in- 
eluctably ours. Although a given judgement, J!, maybe so 
expanded as to exhibit, in J?, many qualities and relations 
relevant to (and, therefore, conditions of)sJ}, still ‘the truth of 
J? can only fall short of being absolute. 

To be sure, on Bradley’s view, it is not Mconctivable that 
this process of expansion, by the progtessive emendation of 
increasingly comprehensive! judgéments, might’ lead to a 
concrete universal that fell but little short of being absolutely 

eself-coherent. Even so; there wold remain a “something 
else” not comprehended by that all-but omniscient judge- 
ment. This something else would be, ‘of course, reality not 
as relational and self-coherent more or less, but reality as 

* “Even metaphysical statements about the Absohyte, I would add, 

are not strictly categorical: ” P. 320 n. 
105 


_ Bradley’s, Dialectic \ 


unconditioned and absolute. ‘‘But»with this we have arrived 
at the meeting ground of error ahd-truth. There will be no 
truth which is entirely true, just as there will be no error 
which js-totally false. With all alike, if taken strictly, it will 
be a question of amount, and will be a matter of more or 
less. Our thoughts certainly, for some purposes, may be taken 
as wholly false, or again as quite accurate; but truth and 
errors measured by the. Absolute, must each be ,stibject 
always to degree. Our judgements, in a word, can neyer 
reach as far as perfect truth, and must be content to erljoy 
more or less of Validity.”’**® *** ‘The criterion of absolute 
truth’being the Absolute, truth unqualified would exist in a 
,judgement whost subject and predicate terms were identical. 
Absolute truth’ would be the knowing and the being in one 
of an omniscient tautology. 

If, out of carelessness, haste in speaking,’ or in virtue of 
habitual references to a set of partial standards, we advance 
judgements as though they were quite true or wholly false, 
this is ‘permissible only sin so far as it may prove useful 
and convenient. But no such-usage is admissible in meta- 
physics; nor is it,in any’way a comrhent on ‘metaphysical 
principles. Judgements .are true as appearances are real. 
To the degree, or to the extent, to which a judgement 
ig comprehensivély self-colerent, it is true; and, mufatis 
mutandis, this is so of any appearance whatever. 

There is but one absolute individual, the Absolute: 
Ultimate reality alone is wholly individual; for it alone 
is absolute in its identity with itself. ‘Perfection of truth 
and reality has in the end the same character. It consists 
in ‘positive, self-subsisting individuality. .. . Truth must 
exhibit the mark of internal harmony, or again, the mark 
of expansion and all-inclusiveness. And these two characy 
teristics are diverse aspects of a single principle. That which 
contradicts itself, in the first place, jars, because the whole, 
immanent within it, dtives its parts into collision. And the 
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these discrepancies in: a wider arrangement. But, in the 
second place, harmeny is incompatible with restriction and 
finitude. For that which is not all-inclusive must by virtue 
of its essence internally disagree; and if we reflect, the reason 
of this becomes plain. That which exists in a whole has 
external relations. Whatever it: fails to include in its own 
nature, must be related to it by the whole, and related 
externally. Now these extrinsic relations, on the one hand, 
fall outside of itself, but, wpon’the othér hand, cannot do so. 
For a relation must at both ends affect, and’ pass into, the 
being of its terms. And henct the inner-essence’of what is 
finite itself both is, and is not, the relations which limit it. 
Its nature is hence incurably relative, passing, that is, beyond 
itself, and importing, again, into its. own core a mass of 
foreign connections. Thus to be defined from without is, in 
pririciple, to be distracted within.’’82) 323 
The-length of this quotation may be justified in so far as 
in it we find the internality of rélations to be the, content 
of judgement and so of truth. Anything less than the sys- 


which fall beyond that relational’ situation; relations which 
are “‘ external’ to (but not separate from) the tontents of that 
situation. Since these extrinsic relations contribute to the 
identity of that situation no less than do those which lie 
within it, the situation, in ‘being limited from without, is 
distracted within itself. And so, here again we have the 
contrariety that is of the -being or essence of relational 
experience. Any quality, however comparatively simple or 
however elaborate it may be, will be at once itself as felt 
immediacy, while, at the same time, it transcends itself in 
being the relations by which it is differentiated from all 
else. It is not surprising, then, that the internality of relations 
should constitute the content of judgement and so of truth. 
For the identity of any appearance, however coherent it be, 
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still is relational. But for.all thatthe intetnality of relatibris 
does not supply us with a critérion of truth: rather, it carries 
that criterion with it, therein tor be found and understood. 
And, since the criterion of absolute reality.is an Individual, 
that is ‘absolutely self-sustaining, the criterion. of truth and 
reality; for Bradley, is not far to seek. The more compre; 
hensive in intension and extension "a relational situation . 
becomes, the more fully real it is. For to.the degree to Which 
it is inclusive, a, relational situation. approaches, absolute, 
self-sustaining reality. Likewisé, as a judgement is ‘expanded 
in’relevancé, it loses in irrelevance in becoming thus moré 
fully coherent. This “internal ‘harmony”, ‘or, self-coherence, 
is the truth of that judgement. “Comprehensivéness” and 
“internal self-coherence”, of’ “harmony”, are different names 


“not ‘of as ‘many ‘difference criteria, but rather of a single 


principle, that of degreés, of coherence within and among ‘the 
concrete universals that constitute-the self-fulfilling processes 
that are Appearance at every level short-of their absolute 
self-fulfilment in the Absolute harmony that is Reality. 
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Identity in Difference 


Tue title of:this chapter -designates the logical principle 
of the internality of quality:and relation that is, the cohtrence 
of‘degrees of truth-and reality. Some understanding of that 
principle.wilk carry, us further ‘into Bradley’s theory of truth, 
and it will also prepare us the better ‘to ask about how, in 
Bradley’ s own metaphysics, the ‘relational stands to, thé 
Absolute. \ 

Bradley holds that philosophy is am attempt to gain a 
view of reality’ that .wjll satisfy the intellect. He finds, we 
havé Seen, one mark, albeit.a negative one, of what is 
intellectually satisfactory. «The intellect crejects the self- 
contradictory, ‘ahtl: accepts: ‘the self-consistent: But just 
what is: the} contradidtory? Wé have seen something of the 
answer Bradley gave to that question in the Logic. Now we 
turn to his most extensive discussion, ofthe matter; namely, 
Note A appended to Appearance and Reality. ' 


-Contradiction: is not explicable in ‘terms of opposites. 


“If we are asked ‘What is contrary or contradictory ?’ (I 


do not find’ it necessary here to distinguish between these), ° 


the more we consider the more diffiult we find it.to answer. 
‘A thing cannot be or do two opposites at once and in the 
same respect’—this reply at first sight may.s¢em.elear, but on 
reflection’ may threaten us with an unmeaning circle, For 
what: are ‘oppésites’ except the adjectives which the thing 
cannot so combine? Hence we have said no more than that 


we in fact ‘find predicates which in fact will not go together, . 


and our further introduction of their ‘opposite’ nature 
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seems to add nothing.’ To say of predicates that they 
are “opposites” is to explain nothing about those predicates 
or about anything else. 

The view that opposites are predicates that ¢annot be 
united is shortsighted. For “if one arrangement has made 
them opposite, a wider arrangement may perhaps: unmake, 
their opposition, and may include: them all at once and 
harmoniously.”’®°° The mistake that takes opposites to be 
opposed eternally is the mistake that. takes diversé beings 
to be merely other than each other, unmediated -by any 
common ground. But no beings are thus merely external 
to each other; no beings are wholly themselves and siniply. 
not each other. Rather, beings are different, and different 
beings may and do‘ exist in a unity. 

If there is to be a unity of any sort, then ‘‘otherness” 
must be a word without a. réferent; and the fact of unity is 
a‘fact whose actuality is beyond dispute. But,a whole .can 
hardly be the blank of vacuous homogeneity. Without 
‘internal distinction, there would be nothing within the whole 
that it could unite. ‘‘‘A thing cannot without an internal 
distinction be (or do)* two different:things, and differences 
cannot'belong to the same thing’in. the same point unless 
in that point there is-diversity. The appearance of such a 
union may be fact, but is for thought a ‘contradiction.’ 
This is the thesis which to me seems to contain the truth 
-about the contrary, and I will now try to recommend this 
thesis to the reader.’®°! Were a whole without internal. 
diversity, there would be nothing in it to be united; and 
that there may be a union of differences, there must be 
diversity within that unity. 

This thesis is not a statement of the Law of. (abstract) 


Identity. That law states no’ more than the, emptiest of . 


tautologies, A is: A. “Thought most certainly does not 
demand mere sameness, which’ to’ it would be nothing. A 
* “This addition is superfluous.” Footnote, p. 501. 
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bare tautology (Hegel has taught us this, and I wish we could 
all Jearn it) is not even so much as a poor truth or a thin 
truth. It is not a truth in any way, in any sense, or at all. 
Thought involves analysis and synthesig, and if the Law of 
Contradiction forbade diversity, it would forbid thinking 
altogether. And with this too pecessary warning I will turn 
to the other side of the difficulty..Thought cannot do without 
differences, but on the other hand it cannot make them. 
And, as. it cannot make them, so it cannot receive them 
merely from the outside and ready-made! Thought demands 
to go proprio motu, or, what is the same thing, with a ground 
and reason. Now to pass from A to B, if the ground remains 
external, is for thought to pass with no ground at all. But if, 
lagain, the external fact ofA’s and B’s conjunction is offered 
as a reason, then that conjunction itself creates the same 
difficulty. For thought’s analysis can respect nothing, nor is 
theré any principle by which at a certain pomt it should arrest 
itself or be arrested. Every ‘distinguishable ‘aspect- becomes 
therefore for thought a diverse element to be brought to unity. 
Hence thought’can no more pass without a reason from A or 
from B‘to its conjunction, thap before it could pass ground- 
lessly from A to B. The transition, being offered as a mere 
datum, or effected as a mere fact, is not thought’s own self- 
movement. Or in other words, because for thought no ground 
can be merely external, the passage is groundless. Thus A and 
B and their conjunction are, like atoms, pushed in from the 
outside by chance or fate; and what is thought to do with 
them, but eitMer makéd or accept an arrangement which to 
it is wanton and without 'reason—or, having no reason for’ 
anything else, attempt against reason to identify them 
simply?”’*%t This lengthy ‘passage contains the gist of 
Bradley’s theory of identity and predication. 

In the course of all thinking whatever there is the assertion 
of unity in diversity. Judgement cannot dispense with unity; 
for, without it, there would be at best a bare association of 
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ideas. And the barren unity of repetition ih, tautology is 
not thought, af ‘all, but, mental inanity that is “filled in with: 
the verbiage: ‘A is A’.? Hence judgement alsd carinot 
dispense with differences, fot without differences there is 
bare tautology, and thus no -movement of thought at all. 
Hegel has taught us this, and Bradley wishes that all of us 
would learn it. 

The formula of i aiuainént cannot be A is A, for thought 
‘must unite differences if there is‘to be any movement or 
transition in thought at all. But if A is A cannot be the 
formula of judgement, can that formula be A is B? Evjdently 
not. For B is-different from A., Therefore Bis not-A. Thus 
the formula: in quéstion appears to say, A is not-A; it: 
yields, abstract contradiction, utterly ulisatisfactory to the- 
intellect. 3 

But, it may be objected, this is a pseudo-problemy which 
‘arises Out of yout failure to distinguish between: ithe “is”? 
of identity-and the “‘is” of pretlicatioh. When we say “A is 
B”, surely.no one aes us to mean that A is identical with 
B. Rather, we are understood to mean what'in fact we do, 
mean; namely, that'B is a predicate of A, or ina ‘word, that 
A has B. 

, Yet: this comment on the matter is fatuous. For to mean 
that A ‘has B is to mean that A is such-as-t to-have-B. The 
alleged distinction between-the “is” vf predication and the 
“is”? ‘of identity enables us to do’ no more than change our 
verbal symbol for the copula, and thus merely evade the 
central question as to how the copula may‘ in logic as in 
existence unite differences. * A . 

That question, it may be objected, so far from being 
central, is quite unreal. But «This is not so’, I shall be told, 
‘and the whole case is otherwise. There are certain ultimate 
complexes given to us as facts, and these ultimates, as they 
are given, thought simply takes up as principles and employs 
them to explain the detail of the world. And with this process 
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thought is satisfied.’ To me such’a doctrine is.quite erroneous. 
For these’ ultimates () cannot make the world intelligible, 
and again (4) they are not given, and (c) in themselves. they 
‘are self-contfadictory, and not’ truth but appearance,”*°4 508! 
These ultimates ‘cannot be ysed to explain the ‘world at all, 
because‘ no one of themi bears on anything other than itself, 
In being each one final and, as it were, all ther¢ at,once: 
ultimate and given: each, ultimate is self-contained, and 
thus isolated in experience and logic from every other-one. 
Such, ultimates, and the complexes they constitute without 
residuum, are external to .each: other. No one of them 
contributes anything at ’ ‘all to any, other one; hencé they. are 
respectively without, bearing dn each other. 
Then again/ these. alleged complexes are not given. ‘“The 
transition from A to B,:the inherence of b and ¢ ¢ as adjectives 
in A, the union of discretion and continuity in, time and 
space—‘syich things are facts,’ it is said. “They are given tq an 
intellect which is satisfied tq accept and to eniploy them.’ 
They may be facts, I reply, in, some sense of that word, but 
to say that, as such and in and, by themselves, they are given 
is erroneous. What is given is-a presented whole, a sensuous 
total im, which these characteristics are found; and beyond 
_and beside these characters thereis always, given something 
else. And to urge ‘but at any rate these characters,are there,’ 
is syrely futile. For certainly they are not, when there, as 
they: are*when you by an abstraction have taken them out. 
Your contentién, is that certain wltimate conjunctions, of 
elements are given. And I reply that no such bare conjunction 
is. or possibly can be given. For the background is present, 
and the background and the conjunction are, I submit, 
alike integral aspects of the fact. The background therefore 
must be taken as a condition of the conjuriction’s existence, 
and the intellect must assert the conjunction subject in this 
way to a condition. The conjunction is hence not bare but 
dependent, ang it is really a connectiqn mediated by 
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something falling outside it.’50? 53 Facts given “in and by 
themselves” would be facts without background; without 
relations beyond themselves. We have looked into the 
dialectic of quality and rélation which constrains Bradley. 
to deny the reality of any ‘such unrelated collocation of 
(what are for him) fictions. And now we find him reminding 
us that ‘any set of “facts” we may hit upon or select’stands in 
a context of relations, not stark and alone. With his theory 
of relations in mind, we can understand the force of the 
“must” in his' statement ‘that this context must be taken as 
a condition of the existence of any set of facts. They: could 
not be what they are without their context. For'that context 
of relation and. quality, which, ultimately, is the systematic 
whole that is appéararice, is the’ relational, situation in 
virtue of which those “facts” dre differentiated from all 
else and thereby made the qualities and reélations that 
they are. - 

That is why’the mere conjunction of characteristics is a 
self-contradictory notion. “And any mere conjunction, I 
go on to urge, is for thought self-contradictory. Thought, I 
may perhaps assume, implies analysis and synthesis ‘and 
distinction in. ynity. Further, the mere conjunction offered 
to thought cannot be set apart itself a§ Something sacred, 
but may itself properly, and indeed must, become thought’s 
object. There will be, a passage therefore fromi one element 
in this conjunction to its other element or elements: And 
on the other hand, by its own nature, thought must hold 
these in unity. But, in a bare conjunction, starting with A, 
thought will externally be drives. to B, and’ seeking to Unite 
these it will find no ground of union. Thought can of itself 
supply no internal bond by which -to hold them together, 
nor has it any internal diversity by which to maintain them 
apart. It must therefore seek barely to identify them, though 
they are different, or somehow to unite both diversities 
where it has no ground of distinction and union. Arid this 
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does not mean that, the connection is merely unknown and 
may he affirmed as unknown, and also, supposing it were 
known, as rational. For, if so, the conjunction would at 
once not be bare, and it is ds bare that it is offered and not 
as, conditional. But, if on the other, hand it remains: bare, 
then thought to affirm it must unite diversities without any 
iy oe internal distinction, and the attempt to do this is, precisely 

no what, contradiction, means.’’504 Ss 

So long ,as the differences in question are taken as self- 
contained units, thought can only recoil from the affirmation 
of, theis identity.. For as respectively different and self- 
contained, they have no common ground; there is nothing 
internal | to them in virtue of which they-could be at one. 
Such, self-contained, units are self-identical;, the formula 
for them is*the empty truth A is A. And on this, to Bradley 
a wholly perverse view of the matter, the formula for the 
Law of ‘Non-Conttadiction is no, less familiar and no less 
inane, But if, instead of trying to take experience as a 
complex of ‘self. contained units, we see it,as diverse expres- 
sions of a system of mutually related qualities, the whole 
matter is altered in principle. For now we see that to 
predicate B of Ais not to affirm that A per se is B per. se. A is 
not A intrinsically and independently of all else, and no 
bs more is B. Rather A is what it is by virtue of its differentiations 
¥ from Band all else. Thése differentiations .are relations by 
i which A is related thropghout the systematic whole of 
pea appearances, as B also is thus related by its differences from 

ae all else. 
ey Thus when we judge that A is B, there now is and could 


For neither A nor B is such that, they could be merely 
, identical with each other. The identity of A, we have seen, 
he ‘ implies its difference from all else, and that of course 
» includes and also applies to B. By vjrtue of the differentjations 
' by Which A is related throughout within the Whole, A is a 
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relational adjective of the Whole. And, mutatis mutandis, so 
also is B. ! +. 4 

Within'the verbal terms of 4 i judgethent, it is gtammatically 
cotrect to distinguish a ‘predicate term and a'subject term. 
But this is a distinctiomin pdint of tertis verbal; a distinction 
to which nothihg ‘in judgemént’ proper corresponds. For in 
truth both of the constituents of the judgement .proper, as 
distinguished, from the statement of it ‘ih’ een ate 
adjectives of the Whole. 

This means that the ‘constituents of a ‘iduemient) ‘proper 
are rélated at once to their proximate subject—p perceived 
hammer, say—and also to the. ’WhHolé itself. For thé con- 
stittient terms’ of the ‘judgement that is expressed’ by: the 
sentence, “that'is a hammei,” aré not tHé Same as, but 
rather aré different from, that instrument. In virtue. of their 
differences from it, those terms are related With and so 


refer to that: hammer. And we imust not forget that those 


terms and that hammer are different ‘from ‘alid’ ipso facto 
related to all else. This ‘“‘all’’*Will be the systematic ‘Whole 
of Appearahces.: 

So: much follows from the conclusion that relations and 
‘qualities are mutually internal.’ Every aspéct.of experience 
‘is-related throughout the Whole in virtue of its differences 
from evérything else within that Whole. For this ‘reson, - 
among others, the subject term in, every judgement ng less 
than the predicate terth is An atljective of the real. The 
subject and thé predicate, S and P, in Béing different 
content are,related to each other by the very fact df their 
differerices; dnd since S and P are different also from all 
other moments of process} ifs’ facto S and P are related to 
every single moment of the Whole. 

Thus the judgement S is P asserts a diversity of connota- 
tion in the adjectives S and P; while, at the same time, that 
judgement asserts an identity in the dehotation-of those 
adjéctives through which thé ultimate referent of that 
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judgement ig organic Reality. In Bradley’s view, this must 
‘be so, for S and P are internally rejated throughout that 
Whole. Thus in every judgement there is an identity in, the 
differences that are the content of that judgement. This 


identity is the Absolute Reality that i is the supra-relationak 


fulfilment of the development of process in appearance. 
Thus we may see that “Things are not contrary because 
they are opposite, for things by themselves are not opposite. 
And things are not contrary because they are diverse, for 
the world as a fact holds diversity 1 in unity. Things, ; are self- 
contrary, when, and just so far as, they appear -s bare 
conjunctions, when in order to think them you would have 
to predicate differences without an imternal ground of 
connection and distinction, when, in other words, you would 


have t6 unite diversities simply, and that means in the same ~ 


point. This is what contradiction medns, or I at least have 
been able to find no other meaning,’’5°> 

Things qua things are not contrary; contrariety breaks out 
as unity among difference develops. This contrariety is 
diversity, not the otherness of blank negation between two 
unrelated conjuncts. That bare negation yields self-con- 
trariety: ““Things are self-contrary when, and just so far: as, 
they appear as bare conjunctions\’®5 For such self-identical 
ultimates are “without an internal ground of connection and 
distinction”; and we have seen something of the logical 
results of attempting to unite any such fictions in judgement. 
“Thought cannot accept tautology and yet demands unity 
in diversity. But your offered conjunctions on the other side 
are for it no connections or ways of union. They are them- 
selves merely other external things to be connected... . 


How can thought unite except so far as in itself it has a © 


mode. of union? To unite without an internal ground of 
connection and distinction is to strive to bring together 
barely in-the same point, and that is self-contradiction.”"°% 
That is self-contradiction for the reason that to assert the 
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identity of S and P is to contradict their difference. And to 
affirm that difference is to contradict the attempted assertion 
of identity. ” ic. 6 
Thus we see that the true formula of judgement js"not 
A is A, nor A is B, nor A has B. Rather the formula is Ka is 
Xb;, where X stands for the systematic Whole throughout 
which a and b are related, and;to which they refér by virtue 
of those'relations. To take it that A'per se is B per se yields, 
we have seen, the flat contradiction of 4 judgement which 
affirms unity of‘contents which are posited as merely different. 
Diverse contents may be united only as'they are adjectives 
of the systematic Whole that -is the unity or principle: of 
identity in all differences. 2 i 
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The Relational ‘and the 
a Absolute 


Ir is a central conolusion of Bradley’s dialectic, and one 
which he frequently emphdsizes, that appearances are” 
sublated ‘or taken up into. the Absolute. How this subjation 
of the. relational by the Absolute is to be explained i ig the 
topic of the present chapter. 

Bradley writes, not once but again and again, that the 
" Absolute is in some sense beyond and superior to the 
4 relational. For example, in writing of the wcorrection of 
errors and the relation of erroneous judgements to’ the 
: Absolute, he says, “‘But on the, other side the Absolute is not, 
and cannot be thouglit as, any scheme of, relations. If we 
keep to these, theré is no harmonious,unity in the whole. 
. 4 The Absolute is beyond a,mere arfangement, however well 
| compensated, though an arrangement is assuredly one aspect 

e ofits being. Reality consists, as wesaw, jn a higher experience, 
superior to the distinctions which it includes and, over- 
rides.”172 The Absolute, then, is “beyond” relations; it is a 
“higher experience’’, wHich “overrides”; the distinctions to 
which it is “superior”. 

Before going on to ask about what it means to say even 
this much of the Absolute, it may .be well to remind our- 
selves of what Bradley elucidates as being the relational 
nature of Appearance. As a propedeitic to the dialectic of 
Relation and Quality in chapter III, Bradley urges in 
chapter IJ that because relations can be neither attributes of, 
nor independent of, their terms, they must be internal,,to 
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them. Relations can not be attributes because predication 
is either tautological or flatly self-contradictory. “If you, 
predicate what is different, you’ ascribe to the subject what 
it is, not; and if you predicate what is not different, you say 
nothing at all.” A distinctionbetween, the “as s; of identity 
and the “‘is” of predication isnot mentioned as an alternative 
on which’ thig dilemma would ,be resolved, because that 
distinction would beg the question of the reality of-external 
relations. Feather) it is suggested. that the relation in question 
be regarded as “more or css? independent, of tits cain 
“But guch a makeshift leads,at ‘once to the infilite process.” 
tor on it the question, “What telates, the ‘independent 
relation to 4ts terms?”’, renidins and «breaks out afrésh «att 
each attempted answer. It is thus’ Conéluded ‘that’ohly one 
alternative remains: “A: is in relation to ‘B’*means ‘neither 
that “A” $s identical with nor independent of, “in felation 
with ‘B”; ‘rather it means that A and B stand in a’ ‘relation 
that’ differentiates- thé qualitative charactets of A and B 
respettively. 

The assuinption that every, difference is,a differénce in 
quality, and that numerical differénce is not an alterrfative 
at all, underlies the argument of chapter III, “Relation and 
Quality.” We* have seen that in ‘chapter III Bradley goes 
on to,urgé that relations and qualitiés are not fouhd apart 
in fact,.and, that they can not be separated by any process of 
abstraction. Mere-sepaf’ateness or othérness*is not possible; 
Where there i§ separation there is differencé; and difference, 
to be at all, must be difference, in quality. ‘‘For consider, the 
qualities A and B are to be different from each other; and, 
if §o, that difference mustifall somewhere. If it falls, in any 
degree, or’to any extent, outsitle A agB, we have relation 
at once. But, of the, other hand, how cah differericé and 
otherness fall inside? ‘If we have in A any such otherness, 
then inside A we must distinguish its own quality and its 
otherneds.”’24 Either, the difference between A and B, in 

TRO 


wy F 


\ 


: ' The Relaticntil and the Absolute 
virtué of which they are distinct, ‘differentiatés - from, B and. 
Se) “falls outside” A or B, of that differenite ‘ “falls within’ 
A and'B respective ély thus to differentiate them within. 
‘themselves itidefinitely. Hence the difference that. differ- 
entiatés A and B must fall outside’ or” between them. _ This 
difference can fot’ ‘be numerical inerely, ‘for that would’ be 
a difference’ ‘that in no way ‘conttibutes to ‘qualify what it 
differentiates: And ‘on Bradléy’s $assumptiori that “differencg’ 
is ‘the name .of a relation, a difference that.in no way” coh- 
tributed to,the character of its qualities would be a relation 
“separate” from its terms, and | §o' not a genuine” differ- 
eitiation at all. 

Tt could hardly be deniéd that distinct qualities cannot 
be ‘distinct unless they’ are different { i somé "sense, This 
difference, if wé be ‘constrained .to ‘say so, “‘must fall some- 
whére’’; and this “somewhere? must be “outside” A.oryB. 
Thus ““weé ‘have relation at once”. 2 For in “falling outside 
‘A or B, their difference falls"between them, ard thus thie 
differentiation relates A and B. 

In 4, synoptic way, thé main coriclusion’! of ‘chapters ef 
atid III of Appearance and Reality 3 may ‘be seen to détive from 
a pair of alleged disjunctions In’ the first of these, ‘that of 
chapter II, it is urged that relations cannot be both separate 
ehtities on the ope hand, and capable of relating terms én 
the other. And. ‘since any view. of’ relations’ as ‘separate 
entities entails an infinite regress ‘int separate entities that 
can only.fail“to relate tetms, this alternative is a delusion, 
or. worse. Hence we .are forced to conclude, 6n what is 
assumed to be the sole alternative remaining , to us, that 
relation’ are internal to their teriis; wheré “‘being‘internal 
to” means “‘affecting” or “making a, difference in” the 
qualitative character of the terms thus related. What is 
‘Meant itt this connection _by “affecting” or “making a 
difference ini” is explained’i in the course of the statement of 
the second disjunction. 
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Just as (in chapter IN). there may be no.relations without 
qualities, so also (in chapter.III), there may be no distinct 
qualities without relations. Qualities without relations 


“ would be not diyerse qualities at all, but undifferentiated 


and at one. In chapter IIT (“Relation and Quality’’) the 
alleged disjunction is between an infinite regress of differ- 
ences within the character of every single quality, on the 
one hand, and, relations internal to the character of the 
qualities they differentiate, on the other; where, “being 
internal to” means “being the very differences by which 
qualities are differentiated. Therefore relations (i.e. 
differentiations) must “fall somewhere”. They cannot be’ 
and yet have no, status. New ‘the differentiations that rela- 
tiqns are can not fall wholly within qualities. For that results 
in the indefinite differentiation of qualities within them- 
“selves. Hence, relations must,fall at once within and, between 
the qualities, they differentiate. An, example of the i meaning 
of relation as thus making a.difference in the tetms that 
conversely make a’ difference in. their telations is afforded 
by. cell-fission. In this sense, of. the term relation, ‘‘difference 
implies relation” for the reason that fo relate is to differen- 
tiate. As the differentiation of the-moments of fission alters, 
the moments themselyes alter; and, conversely, as the 
-moments of fission alter, their differentiation also alters. 

The question y which concerns us, here i is how the relational 
is taken up into the Absolute. In some quarters it, is some- 
times suggested that the theory of the “this” and the 
“mine” affords an intimation, which is all we can have, of 
how this question is answered in the fact of feeling. It may 
be. -well, then, to concer first the nature of this alleged 
intimation. 

We are told that “The ‘this’ and the ‘mine’ are names 
which stand for the ‘immediacy of feeling, and each serves 
to call attention to one side of that fact. There is no ‘mine’ 
which is not ‘this’, nor any ‘this’ which fails, in a sense, 
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to’ be ‘mine’. The immediate fact must always cOme as 
something felt in an experience, and an experience always 
must. be Parteular, and, in a sense, must be unique. vaNe 
Moreover, “all our knowledge, in the first place, arises from 
the ‘this’. ‘It,is the one source of our experience; and every 
element of the world must submit to pass through it. ‘And 
the ‘this’, secondly, has a genuine feature of ultimate 
reality. With however great imperfection and inconsisténcy 
it owns an individual charactet.’#98 The “this” is also “mine” 
for the same reason that any experience of yours is at once 
that experience and yours. Such Feelings are immediate in 
that no feelings aré less differentiated’ internally, or more 
self-transcendent; this feeling of mine is compelling ‘largely 
in and through its sentient focus, with little felt fringe of 
»prehensions into the sentient éontext of it. Nevertheless, the 
“this” and the ‘“‘mine”, the “that” and the “yours” are self- 

_ transcendent. “And the self-trangcendent character of the 
‘this’ is, on all sides, open and plain. Appearing as immediate, 
it, on the other side, has contents which are not consistent 
with themselves, and ‘which refet’ themselves beyond. Hence 
the inner nature of the ‘this’ leads it to pass outside itself 
toward a higher totality. And its negative aspect is but one 
appearance of this genétal tendency. Its*very exclusiveness — 
involves the reference of itself beyond itself, and is but a 
proof of its necessary absorption in the Absolute.’ 202 The 
“this” and the “mine”, though immediate, are less than the 
mnie: and are in process. Therefore the “this” and -the 

“mine” exhibit, ‘albeit in its incipience, that self-transcend- i 
ence which is the principle ‘of differentiation_and thus of 
relation. Nevertheless, the “this” and the ‘“‘mine”’ afford “‘the 
sense of immediate’ teality” wherein, it is sometimes urged, 
there is intimated the answer to our question about the rela- 

‘tional and the Absolute. . , 

Now there are at least two difficulties in the way of our 
accepting this suggestion. In the first place, it would seem 
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that the, theory of the this and the mine denies what it also 
affirms. Considér that tHe’ this and the mine “‘is. at a level 
below distinctions”. “Both the ‘this’ and reality, we may say, 
ard: imrhediate, But reality i is immediate because it includes 
and is superior: tq mediation. It develops, and it brings to 
‘unity, the distirictions it contains. The ‘this’ js immediate, 
on the other side, becausé. it is at a level below distinc; 
tions,”?19> 199 Now belowathe level of distinctions there ‘are 
no distirictions. Where there are no distinctions, there,are no 
differences. At’a level below distinctions, the “this”. could 
not be distinct frorh the “that”. 
s This is not to forget .that- the immediate experience in 
question is, also self-transcendent," ‘The “this” and the 
“mine” ‘has twa sides, ‘positive” and “negative”. * On its 
negative side the “this” and the-“mine” is self- transcerident, 
as'js any other relational s{tuation. But on its positive side 
it is helow the level of ‘distixjctions. And.where there are no 
distinctions there are no differences, Therefore it,is impos- ° 
sible that there should be: a plurality of positive sides. 
Witheut that plurality of positive sides there cannot be a 
plurality of immediate ’ experiences. In so far as the “this” 
and the “mine” is below the Jevel of distinctions it, is in- 
determinate because it is not distinct from anything cre 


i 


‘And it is only in so far as the “this” and the ‘ ‘mine’’ is 


Below the level of relations that it is immediate, 


* “Ar immediate ¢ experience, viewed as positive, is so far not exclusive. 
It is, so far,. what jt is, and jit does not repel anything. But the ‘this’ 
certainly is used also with a ‘negative bearing. It may mean ‘this one’, 
in distinction from that ong and the other one. And here it shows ob- 
viously -an exclusive aspect, and it implies an external and negative 
relation: But every such relation, we have found, is iriconsistent with 
itself (ch. III). -For it exjsts within, and ‘by virtue of an embracing unity, 
and apart from that totality both itself and-its terms would be nothing. 
And the relation also must penetrate the inner being of its terms. ‘This’, 
in other words, ,would not exclude ‘that’, unless in the exclusion ‘this’, 
so far, passed out of itself. Its repulsion ‘of others is thus iricompatible 
with self-contained singleness, and involves subordination to an includ- 
ing whole. But to the ultimate whole nothing can be opposed, or even 
related.”?204 
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In the second place, why does the “this” and’ the “mie” ; 
ahd fo other mode of the telational, give us an, intimation 
of the nature of Absoluté Reality? Bécause “the ‘this’ and 
the ‘mine’ express the immediate’ character of feeling, gnd 
the afspeatance ofthis character ih a finite centre,1/308 As 
immediate experiénce, “the. ‘this’ is real-for us ‘ih a sense in 
which nothirig elsé is real’.1°8 Jt has “a genuine feature df 
ultimate réality”, for in its iramediacy: the “this” “owns 
an intlividual character’’.1°&The ownetship is’ transitory, 
yet the individuality thus peneres is alleged ta be genuine 
and felt. 4 

‘But it is only.on the positive, unmédiatéd side of thé “this” 
that. it is immediate experiencé;' on. the negative’ side, of it, 
the “‘this” is $self-transcendeht. The ee this” is immisdjate 
experiénce, and possessed of a feature of ultimate rédlity, 
only in so far as it is uninediated, or “bélow the level of 
distinctions”. And at that leyel of experience there would be 
sehtience that were wholly homogeneous. The “this” could, 
not be distinct from the “that”; there co uld not be even 
two conterits, for’ below the level of distinctions: all would 
_ be one. 

’ This homogéndity of sentience “could hardly .be the 
Absolute ihto which all differerices are sublated. “Both the 
‘this’ and teality, ,wé inay say, are -irnmédiate: But reality 
is: immediate because it’ includes And i ig suyperiot to ‘media- 
tion. It develops, and jt brings to, urlity, the distitictions it 
cohtains. °» 198, 199 Thus Reality i is said at dive té comprehend 
and bé supérior to the distinétions jt contains. But thé this” 
contains no distinctions. ‘“The *this* if immediate, on the 
other side, because it is at a*leVel below distinctions. 199 
The coittrast is fairly broad. Reality includes iin itd superiority 
the distinctions.it cohtains. The “this” contains no distinc- 
tions; it is below them all. 

Nevertlieless, it tiay be ufged, the “this” does afford 
an intiration by ahdlogy of :the ‘nature of the real. In so 
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far as the “‘this”” is unmediated by distinctions it is immediate 
and, homogeneous and therefore one. The Absolute is one. 
hus we,may see that.Appearance i is to Reality as the nega- 

tive ér mediated side of the “this” is to the positive or 
uninediated side of it. But this-suggestion is anything but 
‘helpful. How does the relational, the mediated, the self- 
transcendent aspect of* thé “this” stand to the aspect of 

it ‘that ‘is undifferentiated, omogeneous, and wholly one? 
How can any such immediacy, be at once devoid of internal 
differerices ‘and possessed of internal relations by which it 

" could, transcend itself and exist at a relational level? Without 
differentiation or mediation there are and can be no rela- 
tions. At a level below distinctions, sentience would be 
below relations. It would he out of all relation; it could not 
stand to ‘anything at all. On the side of the “this” arid the 
“mine” the proposed analogy is vitiated by the nature of 

the case. ' : 

On. the side-of Appearance and the Absolute the analogy 
is likewise unavailing. For “to the ultimate whole nothing 
¢an be opposed, or even related:’.2°! The Absolute, being 
absolute, i is not relational. But what is the analogy proposed 
if not a relation? Appéarance, is to-the Absolute as the 
mediated is to the immediate in the; “‘this” and the “mine’’. 
And even if this analogy were instructive, it still would be 
fatal to the character of the Absolute as absolute. For if the 
Absolute stood i in any ‘relation at all, ipso facto it would be 

‘relational and appearance, and thus fail to be absolute. 
The proposed analogy ean only fail to answer the question 
as, to how Appearance, can be taken pp into, resolved, 
jade one. with, or comprehended in the Absolute. For the 
analogy in question would establish a relation between 
Appearance and the Absolute. That would destroy the 
absolute ndture of ultimate reality. 

There are those who urge that the main question at issue 
in this connection is unreal; that it arises out of a failure to 
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understand. The Absolute is no supra-relational being. 
Rathet it is nothing more than the systematic whole that is 
exhaustively constituted by the interndlity of qualities‘ ‘and 
relations. There is no relevant question about how Appear- 
ance stands to the Absolute. "For Appearance, not as self- 


and quality in the mutual harmony which their self-fulfil- 
ment would ‘realize and internally sustain. 

his interpretation, and others cognate with it, were 
anticipated by Bradley, and he flatly rejected it, The anne: 
pation runs as follows: Writing of the “‘infinite process” in re- 
lation and quality, Bradley says: “The remedy might lie here. 
If the diversities were complementary aspects of a process 
of connection and distinction, the process not Heing external 
to the elements or again:a foreign compulsion of the intellect, 
but itself the intellect’s own proprius motus, the’ case would be 
altered. Each aspect would of itself be a transition to the 
other aspect, a transition intrinsic and natural at once‘ to 
itself and to the intellect. And the Whole would be a self-evident 
analysis and synthesis of the’ intellect itself by itself. Synthesis here 
has ceased to. be mere synthesis and hgs become sélf-completion, 
and analysis, no longer mere analysis, is sélf-explication. And the 
question how or why the many are one and the one is many 
here loses its meaning. There is no why or how beside the self- 
evident process, and towards its own differences this whole is at once 
their how and their why, their being, substance and system, their 
reason, ground, and principle of diversity and unity.” * This passage 
would seem to make it clear that Bradley foresaw the inter- 
pretation that is in question. The Absolute would be one 
with the self-completing and self-explicating whole of rela~ 
tional quality. That systerhatic whole, in its self-fulfilment, 
would be its own rationale. Thus there could’be no question 
about the felation of the-relational to the real. For the real 

* P.507. My italics. 
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is. the relational, as the relational is self-fulfilling and self- 
‘fulfilled. « 

But Bradley not only anticipated this interpretation of 
the matter’ in,one paragraph, he also rejected it in the 
next. “Has the. Law of Contradi¢tion anything here to 
condemn? It seems to me it has,nothing. The identity of which 
diversities‘are predicated ‘is jn’ no, case simple. There is no 
point whith is not: itsél{ internally the transition to ts 
complement, and there, is no,unity which fails in internal. 
‘diversity and ground of distinction. In short ‘the identity 
of 6pposites,’ far ‘from conflicting with the Law of Contra-. 
diction, may: claim to be the one view which satisfies its 
demands, the only theory which .everywhere refuses to” 
accept,a standing contradiction: And if all that we find’ were 
in the ‘end, such a self-evident and self-complete whole, 
containing ‘in itself as constituent processes’ the detail of 
the Universe, so far.as.I can see the intellect would receive 
satisfaction in full. But for.myself, ynable tq verify a solution 
of this kind, connections in the end must remain in part mere 
syntheses, the putting together of differences external to 
one another and to that which couples them. And against 
my intellectual world the Law of Contradiction has there- 
fore claims nowhére satisfied in full. And since, on the other 
hand,, the intellect, insists that these demands must be and 
are met,,J am led to hold that they are met, in and by a whole 
beyond the mere intellect. And in the intellect itself I seem to find an 
inner want and, defect and a demand thus, to pass itself beyond itself. 
And against this conclusion I have not yet seen any tenable objection.” 

“Self-existence and self-identity are to be found, I would 
urge, in a whole beyond, thought, a whole to which thought 
points and in which it is included, but which is known 
only in abstract, character and could not be verified in its 
detail. *»607;608 The, Absolute, then, is a whole not, merely of, 
but also beyond, thought; it is supra-relational.* 

* CE. Appearance arid Reality, pp. 159-161. 
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, Yet the interpretation ‘of his metaphysics that Bradley 
‘discards is ndt tejected by-him because it‘is selféstu ifying. 
He does no} find: it,.absurd that the real ,be viewed 
‘systematic. whole of mutually: ithplicative qualities and rela- 
tions; an organic whole,that is*self-fulfilling and: therefore 
self-fulfilled. ‘Nor does: hé think. it “absurd: that within tha 
‘systematic whole analysis and synthesis in judgement would 
tbe ‘respectively. self-explicative ‘and ‘sélf-completed. Rather 
he concludes that the intelléct,.finds no such logically 
stable systematic whole, or ,concreté universal that is fully 
concrete. : + pe YS to oyd 
, ‘Everywhere and always judgement falls short, of ultimate 
self-cohérence, Any judgement wil] transcend itself by-virtue 
of the. relational. way of. thought that i is ineluctably ours. 
Bradley-finds in the intellect “an ihner want and defect and 
a- demand to pass beyond itself?”508 because, ‘ag he has 
explained ovér: and over again, self-transcéndente i is of the 
esseihncé of thought. That is why forthe intellect:to gorbeyohd 
y ithe relatiorial to the Absolute ‘Would be for’ the. intéllect, to 
mm, commit suicide. , Hoy 
i The Absolute i is not to be Sean in any view of relation 
and ‘quality as'a systematic whole. No-more is it to ,be'found 
in any one aspect of Appearance. “We: have seen that the 
various aspects of experience imply ‘one andther;- that all 
point: to a unity which .comprehends and perfects .them. 
And I would prge next that the ynity of, these, aspécts is 
unknown. By this I certainly donot mean’ to deny ‘that it 
essentially is experience, but it is an experience of which, 
as such, we: have no direct knowletige. We-never have, or 
are, a state which is the perfect unity’ of all aspécts: and,we 
must admit that in their, special natures they remain in- 
‘explicable. An explanation would be thé reduction. of their 
plurality to unity, in such a way that the relation, between 
the unity ‘and the variety was understood. And everywhére 
an explanation of this kind in the end, is beyond us. If we 
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abstract one’or more of the aspects, of experience, and use 
this: khown element as a ground to which the others are 
ed, our failure ‘is evident.4 #5 For the aspects 
ab$tracted would remain abstractions, né matter how we 
ent about insisting that they were the ground of all Appear- 
ance. Eath/aspect would remain an aspect; thus it: would 
be incomplete, unstable, inherently self-transcendent. No 
aspect of experience cotild be absolute, if only because it 
js an aspect. 

‘Thus wé may see that, in Bradley’s own judgement, the 
Abiolute is to be discerned neither in any phase of experi- 
ence, nor. in Appearance taken as a systematic whole. 
Nevertheless he. prges repeatedly that the relational is taken 
up’ into a ‘higher: unity: of logical harmony’ in which the 
inherent self- -discrepancy of appearance is fully resolved and 
thus healed. «And yet, "it may be asked, what grounds. has 
Bradley for this insistence ?. They are not afforded by any 
one aspect; of any range, of aspects, of : Appedrance. And the’ 
systematic totality of*appedrances‘is less‘than self-grounded, 
or self-contained. But those grounds are supplied by thé 
theory of negation upon'which Bradley stands. 

The result of Book, Lof Appearance and, Reality is’ “rhainly 
negative’, 119 we are assured. The aspects’ of Appearance 
therein examined reveal’ the self-contrariety that is the 
fission of relational quality through which this quality 
that is also mine is differentiated from all else: The “this” 
and the “mine” is any quality. Thus we are constrained to 
conclude that. Appearance throughout is self-discrepant 
or self-contrary. By this very same conclusion, Bradley 
arfues, we are constrained to pronounce the contrary 
of Appearance self-consistent. Thus, in finding that every 
appearance is self-contrary to some degree or other, ipso 
facto we posit the contrary of our negation; namely, a self- 
consistent, and therefore absolute Reality. 

This conclusidn is truly inescapable on the theory of 
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negation that is tharacteristic of systematic Idealism. On 
that: theory, we have seen, évery negation presupposes a 
positive ground. “Pure riegation”, “mere otherness”, 
“external relations’, these phrases dre ‘alike without meaning, 
for there‘is'no mere negation. “The coritradictory idea, if 
we take it,in a merely negative form, mist be banished from 
logic. If Not-A were solely the negation of A, it would be an 
assertion without a quality, and would be a denial without 
anything positive to serve as its ground. . . . It is impossible 
for anything to be only Not-A. It is smpousible to realize 
Not-A in thought.”* The contradictory of A cannot be a 
mere not-A. Any such conception must be abandoned, and 
with ‘it the empty, wholly verbal distinction between the 
contradictory and the contrary. In truth they are one; 
and in that fact we see that every opposition in psychical 
fact, in thought, and in judgement is mediated by a third 
term. This mediation of the differentiation that is a negation 
is the positive ground of that negation. 

‘Now’ every relation is ‘a differentiation, and jevery dif- 
ferentiation is a negation, and every negation requires 
a positive ground. Consequently, the relational requires a 
ground that is positive. Thus, both Bradley’s criterion of 
Appearance: namely, self-contrariety: and his theory of 
negatign, entail a ground that is self-coherent or wholly 
positive. 

Yet it, is difficult to see how the Absolute that is the 
identity in all differences may be in any sense related to 
those appearances. For were the Absolute in any relation 
whatever, ipso facto it would cease to be absolute; by the 
very fact, of that relation, the Absolute would be the term 
of a relation, and therefore it would be relational, not 


‘absolute. The notion of the Absolute as the identity in’ 


differences: as the positive ground of the negations which 
those differentiations are, to put the same thing in another 
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Ny. ategatign. Arid without that conception of negation, ‘the 
Hegelian identification of ‘thé contradictory swith ‘the 
\ ' contraty -would lose its basis in theory. ‘Nevertheless, it _is 
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C ” BRADLEY’s ‘mnortism is derived from is'théory of relation and. 
: p sualiy The walidity of that theoryris a Agcessany ‘conditioh 
B' of the validity: -of his monism. | Hei is the conception of telations 


fh qe ' 
a b possibility ofva plurality of externally telated realities...dt is, 
that same conception, of relation that, copstraiiis ug tolcons 


' oer it is the theory of‘relation as the aspect pf-self- transcend 
B. ence or self- differentiation that edinpels us to see thought}iahd_ 
{i} the consummation of thought in judgément,. as the’ ideality y 
of the finite, itjeluctably relational and, hence for ower falling 
q short. of the’ Absolute: ‘that js, nevertheless, implied by: the 
i dialectic of quality. ahd telation, & Ue a 
y It may, be, wellsthen to: ask fifst about some ‘ofthe’ méré. 
x obtrusive difficulties i in Biadley’ 8 theory. ‘of aelations.: ‘Thiese 
initial questions will léad us in a natural order, to some other 
q basic difficulties in Bradley’s dialetti¢. ‘ + 

# We have seen that, for’ Bradley, ‘quality’ is the namie, of; “ 
. any ‘moment of" epérienice whereinsmediation ‘OF differen: 
tiation ‘is recessive, While ittimediacy is dominant.‘ Cons 
¥ versely, ° ‘relation” is the name of a any moment bf experience 
in which’ differentiation is dominant; while immédiacy’ is 
recessive. In. this matter, the principal, point: i is ‘illustrated 
by the process of cell-fission. If, while regarding thisy wé 
attend mainly to the new cells‘that- are emergitig, then whit 


a. is most ‘immédiate, or, qualitative, in that sittidtion will 


be dominant within the focus, of our attention. If to 
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‘the contrary,, our attention emphasizes ‘the mediation 
or differentiation there in process, then relation will be 
dominant, while quality is recessive. 

Thus coriceived of, “qualities are nothing’ without 
relations”.?1 Should we attempt to’ arrive at a relationless 
quality by abstraction, we could only fail. The process of 
abstraction is a process of differentiation; therefore it is 
relational. Again, we should be balked were we to “appeal 
to a.lower and ‘undistinguished state of mind, where in one 
feeling are.many aspects. . I admit the existence of such 
states without'any relation, but I wholly deny. there the 
presence of qualities”’.2% For these felt aspects, if undifferen-. 
tiated, ‘ard not qualities;and if they aré differentiated, then, 
by that very fact, they are related. “In short, if you.go 
back to mere unbroken feelings, you have no relations and 
no qualities. But if you come to what.is distincty'you get 
felations at once.??2 Where there are no distinétions, there 
are no qualities: where there are qualities, there are 
distinctions or differences and, by .that very fact,, relations. 

Thus, on the assumption that a difference is a relation 
and a relation is a difference, or differentiation, Bradley, 
submits that, where we find different qualities, there we 
find qualities which-are related by'their differences. “For 
consider, the qualities A and B are to be different from each 
‘other; and, if so, the difference must fall somewhere. If it 
falls; in any degree or to any extent, outside A or B, we have 
relation at once. But on the other hand, how can difference 
and otherness fall inside? If we have in A any such otherness, 
then inside A we must.distinguish its own quality and its 
otherness. And if so, then the unsolved problem breaks out 
inside each quality, and separates each into two qualities 
. in relation. In brief,'diversity without. relation seems a word 
without meanirig.”*4 Either the difference between A and B, 
- in virtue of which they are distinct, “falls outside A or B”, 
thus to relate them; or else that difference falls within A 
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‘and B respectively, thus to differentiate each one of them 
Within itself; and so the moment of relation would break ‘ 
out within A, and within B. Hence the difference that - 
differentiates A and B can ‘only fall “outside”, or between ‘ 
them, and so’ “‘we have relation at once’’.24 | 
‘Thus, to return again to our:example, in the itcipience { 
@. of a process of cell-fission, the incipient differentiation | 
| @ = “must 'fall somewhere”. And it falls “‘outside’* or “between” 
the incipient ¢ells in the observable sense that it is what 
differentiates them. As soon as we see this, theii (on the « | 
assumption that differentiation, or differerfce in process, | | | 
is relation), we are aware of relation at once. ‘For we ‘re 
then aware of the difference'in virtue of which the incipient try 
qualities are differentiated, or ‘related. In ‘this‘sense of the } | 
term “relation”, were a quality without relations, it would ; (! | 
be in no wise different from aftything ‘else, and so Would 
fail to be anything at all. : | | 
To be sure, no fixed line can be drawn between a differ- 
entiation and what is thus differentiated. For any relation | 
t 


and any quality will be in process. As the incipient qualities 
become more and more determinate, their differentiation 
alters; and, conversely, as their differentiation becomes | 
more and more marked, the qualities likewise are altered. ' 
“Hence the qualities must be, and must also-be related. But 
there’is hence diversity which falls inside each quality. 
Each has a double character, as both supporting and as : 
being made by the relation.”26 , 
In order that a quality may be distinct, it must be differ- 
' entiated from other qualities. This differentiation is no. i 
— separate relation: rather, it céntributes to constitute what it 
( differentiates. Thus, in so far'as A is quality, A is not, 
relation; and yet, that it may be:distinct, A must be both 
itself and its differentiation. This is the reason why no 
quality, however concrete and comprehensive, may be 
wholly self-coherent. That is why, as we have’ seen, “A is 
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“ ‘ both made, and is not madg, what it is by elation; and 

' these differént aspects are not each the other, nor again is 

either A. If we call its diverse aspects ‘“? and.«, then: A is 

‘partly éath of these. As,“a’ it Js the difference: on, which 

distinction is based, while! as, «'it ds the distiictness' that 

results from connection. 4 is really both’ somehow: together 

as A(a—a). But (as we saw'in chapter II) withoys'the use of a 

rélation it is impossible, to’prédicate this vatiety ofA. And, 

on’ the, other hand, wah an ‘internal relation A’s ynity 

disappéars,.,and its ‘contents are,dissipated.in ar endless 

; "process: Of: distinction. . . . We, in brief ate, led by a prin* 

ciple’ of fission, which conducts us to'no end”,,26 Without a 

relation,.'A -would be undifferentiated, and so’,it would be 

“nothipg. at all. With a rélation, A is at once, the & that is 

differentiated, and the “a” that ig the differentiation: Thus 

4 A.is partly each of these’ . Neither “a”, not <a is the other; 

“nor ‘agdin is either A’’; for «'is what is, differentiated, while 

‘q's the differentiation. And this differentiation, “a”, is 
essential to the é which; it differéntiates. , , 

That is why ‘A is both made, and {snot made, what it 

ig by relation, . . .; It may be taken’,as: at énce condition: 

and result, aid the question is as to how it can combine this 

variety.. For it must combine the: diversity, and yet it fails 

to do so”’.?6 A must be at once’“‘o,’, the aspect differentiated, 

and, ‘a’, the phase.of differentiation. Without ‘«’ nothing -is 

différentiated, and so there is no quality; without ‘a’ there is, 

no differentiation, and so theté,is nothing, at all. Thus we may 

see thatit is-divided within itself. It is at once itself.as “a” 

and not itself as.the “‘a” jnvirtué of which « is differentiated. 

The same diffigulty appears when experience is “taken 

from the sjde:of relations. They are nothing intelligible, 

either’ with or without theif qualities’. Just as relations; 

apart from qualities are a delusion, so together with their 

qualities relations: ate in no finite context completély intel- 

ligible. For that a relation may differentiate its terms, it 
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. must “penetrate and alter” them, and so be implicated in 
their respective natures. Yet, that this differentiation may 
not disappear altogether, it must “fall” to. some extent 
“between” the qualities which it ‘differentiates, and ipso 
facto relates. That is why.+a relation involves within itself 
a contrariety: a relatiori must be at once implicated in and 
yet transcendent of its terms. And sé “‘again we.are hurried 
off into the eddy of a hopeless process, since we are forced 
to‘go'on finding relations without end”’.?” 2 For, in so far as 
a relation or differentiation’ is implicated in its qualities, 
it does not fall between:them; and, in this respect, it fails to 
be a relation at all: in so-far as a! differentiation falls between ‘ 
qualities, it'is outside them both, and so again fails to relate 
them. Thus we may notice that relatioris, taken as rhoments 

of differentiation which are at once implicated in and | 
itranscendent of their qualities, are in no casé self-consistent. 
realities; for they involve’ within themselves that “infinite 
process” in relational identity which is the moving principle 
and content of degrees of truth and reality. 

In an uhfinished, posthumously published essay on 
Relations that was written somé thirty years after chapter IIT 
- of Appearance and Reality was composed, Bradley reverts to 
the “infinite process” of self-discrepant quality and relation. 
“A relation (we find) holds between its terms, and no term 
(we find) can ‘itself simply be or become a “between”. On i 
the contrary, in order to be related, a term must keep still { 
within itself enough’character to make it, in short, itself and 
not anything diverse. And again, while the relations are not ( 
the terms and the terms are not the relations, tleither the 
terms nor ‘the relations can make: that whole, in which 
nevertheless we find them. For the terms and the relations 

. cease as suth to exist, unless each’ maintains itself | 
against whatever is not itself but is outside. And the attempt 
to find the required unity and totality in the terms and the 
relations taken somehow together must end obviously in 
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failure.”* The attempt in question can end only in failure . 
because neither the terms of a relational situation, nor their 
relation, may be ‘self-consistent, or self-identical. For each 
one of the two terms will be a moment of immediacy, while, 
at the same time, it will transcend itself in being continuous 
with the differentiation. by which: the two terms are differ- 
entiated. Likewise, that differentiation will be internal to, 
or confluent with, the terms which it relates; while, at the 
‘same time, it will fall between them, and thus transcend 
them. — 
« This is why “A relation both is and is not what may be 
called .the entire relational situation, and hence in this 
respect contradicts itself”.{ A relation is the whole relational 
situation’ in the sense that, it is what differentiates the 
qualities of that situation. These qualities, were they differ- 
entiated otherwise, would be different qualities. Conversely, 
were the qualities of the situation different, their differ- 
entiation would be different. As thus determining the 
qualities of the situation, and so its own character as 
a differentiation, “A relation to be actual cannot itself 
be less than all and everything that makes the entire 
relational fact.” For it is in virtue of the relation that the 
, qualities which it differentiates are the distinct moments 
which they are. In a case of cell-fission, the qualities 
which are being differentiated are confluent with their 
differentiation; as, likewise, that relation is continuous with 
those qualities. At any two points in the process of fission, 
this relation may be marked off from its qualities, and its 
qualities thus will be marked off from their relation. To do 
this may well serve a purpose in practice, but it can establish 
no final distinction; for, on this-theory, no distinction short 
of that between Appearance and the Absolute may be final. 
Any distinctions, which were:marked off, would themselves 
* Collected Essays, p. 634 f. ¢ Jbid., p. 635. 
‘+ Ibid., p. 636. 
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be-differentiations.: These relations would break out, on the 
one hand; between the moments of fission which we had 
marked off as qualities, and, on the other, between what of 
the process would then’ be marked off as the differentiation 
of those new qualities. This “what” thus would become a 
quality in its own right: for it would itself be differentiated 
by the distinctions in question. Plainly, such distinctions 
might be multiplied indefinitely within process. Since to 
make distinctions is ipso facto, to relate, no limit to the 
relational constituents of a relational situation may be 
established in judgment. a 

Yet we’ have seen that “This on the other hand must be 
denied. For a relation is not its terms, but, on the contrary, 
it is between them. And though the terms may ‘enter into 
the relation,’ yet, if they weré nothing beyond it, they 
obviously would no longer be terms”.* Within a relational 
situation, differentiations may bé found wherever distinctions 
break out. It is in this sense, that relations pervade and 
determine the character of that partial whole; and it is in 
this sense that they may be said to,be not less than “all . . . 
that makes the entire relational fact’’. Still, in no case is the 
differentiation identical with what is differentiated. The 
qualities differentiated are, to be sure, continuous with their 
relation. Yet, that either the quality or the relation may be 
at-all, each one must be distinct. 

That there may be qualities at..all, distinctions must 
éccur, or be made, and no distinction in Appearance may be 
ultimate. Once the differentiation is marked off it becomes 
distinct in thus being singled out; and hence, between it 
and the initial qualities, fresh relations break out with 
their qualities. No distinction, no differentiation in process, 
may be self-sustaining or absolute. For a differentiation. 
will be at once continuous with its qualities and distinct 
from them.. In virtue of that distinction, and no; matter 

* Ibid., p. 636. 
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where, in the process it. may break out, or where it: be‘dis- 
criminated, a fresh relation, with its own quAlities, then 
appears. This ‘new relation, though continuous With its 
qualities, yet ‘is different from, them. And thus, again, 
there appeat fresh relations with their new qualities. the 
notion of “independent relations” yields an “‘irifinite procéss” 

in relations that do not relate: the dialecti¢d Of relations 
which differentiate their terms exhibits 4 process wherein 
neither the differentiation, nor the quality differentiated, 
is absolute in its own right, or selftidentical. ‘Hence the con- 
clusion that no rélational situation is wholly’ self-consistent, 
or intelligible. 

And so we may come to see that “Every relation (unless 
our previous inquiries have led to error) hag a connexion 
with its terms which, not simply internal or external, must 
in principle be both, at orice.”* A relation must be internal 
to its terms in the sense that, as their ‘differentiation, it 
contributes to constitute ‘their qualitative character: yet, 
if the relation is not to disappear’altogether, it must, to.some 
extent, “fall between” its.terms. And, in that,sense, a rela- 
tion ‘is external to the qualities which it differentiates. 
The central point for Bradley’s theory of the matter, that 
relations are at,once internal and external, is made out at 
length in his unfinished essay. This is done not only in an 
extended discussion of the point itself, but also in an explana- 
tion of why Bradley thinks it “Iudicrous” to suppose that, 
on his view, relations could be merely internal.; We shall 
revert to this latter point in the next chapter: 

With this body of doctrine freshly in mind, it-will'be the 
easier to see why it is fot Bradley that’ “identity implies 
difference”. We have noticed thore than once that the 
identity of a quality is what it is by virtue of the relations 
that differentiate it—that make it the quality it is, And since 
a quality is that quality and no other one by: yirtue of 

* Ibid., p. 641. 
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its relations, any alteration’in those differentiations ipso’ 
facto is an’ alteration in the. quality they differentiate. For 
those relatiohs constitute the: context which determines, 
the identity of that quality. : 

We have also-noticed that,the nature or character of a 
relation: is what it is:by virtue of the, qualities that are 
differentiated by that relation. The infinite process is recip- 
rocal. Just as qualities are’ determined by their differ- 
entiations to -be’ what respectively they are, so those. rela- 
tions are determined to be the differentiations they are by 
the qualities they differentiate. That is why any altera- 
tion in those qualities ipso facto alters. those relations. 

Now this is held to be true of all qualities, and ofall rela- 
tions, not of only some of either, or of both. Nor is Bradley’s 
position heretat alf arbitrary. That all relations are internal 
everywhere and always follows from the exclusion of external 
relations. Were it suggested that sdme relations only are 
internal, whereas some are external, the suggestion would 
fly in the face of the conclusion of chaptér II of Appearance 
and Reality. 

It follows from the universality of internal relations that 
no limits *to the differerices that différentiate a quality may 
be prescribed. Atty quality is differentiated from all else, 
not merely from some other realities. Identity implies dif- 
ference because,where there were no difference there would 
be no distinction and thétefore nothing distinct from any- 
thing else.* This difference cannot be the bare numerical 

* “T am not urging that quality without difference is in every sense 
impossible. For all I know, creaturés may exist whose life consists, for 
themselves, in one unbroken simple feeling. ..- - And if you want to 
call this feeling a quality, by all‘means gratify your desire. ‘But then 
remember that the whole point is quite irrelevant. For no one is con- 
tending whether the universe is or is not a quality in this sense; but the 
quéstion is entirely as to qualities. And a universe confined to one feeling 
would not only not be qualities, but it would fail even to be orle quality, 
as different from others and as distinct from relation.’’?4 


“T rest my argument upon this, that if there are no differences, there 
are no qualities, since all must fall into one. But, if there is any difference, 
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or existential difference of two qualities that would be in- 
disternibly the same. Identity: implies qualitative difference. 
“All identity then is qualitative in the sense that it all must 
consist in content and character. There is-yno sameness of 
mere existence, for mere existence is a vicious abstraction,’?52? 
Again, “numerical distinction is not distinction without 
difference, that once more is senseless . . . 531 ““Without 

_ difference in character there can be no distinction, and the 
opposite would seem to be nonsense.”58? T'wo indiscernible 
qualities would be not two but one. A quality that were not 
different from all other qualities’ would be indiscernibly 
tlie same as some other quality, or qualities. The only 
alternative to this (if there be qualities at all) is that every 
quality should be differentiated from all else. 

The same considerations, mutatis mutandis, apply to 
relations. It follows. that every quality and every relation 
are unique. No two qualities, nod two relations, can be the 
same or indiscernible. Were it true that all difference is 
difference in quality, it-would be the case that every quality 
and every relation is unmatched, The contradictory of this 
consequence, -viz., that some qualities’ and:'relations are 
not unique but numerically different merely, is incompatible 
with the conclusion that identity implies qualitative dif- 
ference. For were there two simple qualities A, and Ag 
that differed solo numero, there then would be one quality, 
Ag, that did not imply its qualitative difference from all 
else. 

The suggestion that two qualities may be merely numer- 
ically different (or qualitatively the same) in 6ne respect 
(e.g., hue) and qualitatively different in another. respect 


then that implies a relation. Without a relation it has no meaning; 
it is a mere Word, and not a thought, and no one would take it for 
‘a thought if he did not, in spite of his protests, import relation into it. 
And this is the point on which all seems to turn. Is it possible to think 
of qualities without thinking of distinct chatacters?” Bradley answers 
(p. 25) that this is not possible. 


142 


Some Basic Difficulties 


(e.g., saturation), plainly fails to meet the requirement that 
all difference. be difference in quality. On that requirement 
every difference would bé unique; no quality or relation 
could be matched. In his Logic, Bradley says that the first 
i of ‘the principles of reasoning ‘is that what is ‘true in one 
- context is true in another context.* His relational view of 
identity on which identity implies qualitative difference is, 
then, absurd; for on it what is true in one context may not 
be so in any other. The attempt to maintain that a quality 
‘ or a relation in this context may be partially the same in that 
context, can hardly succeed. The “part” or “‘respect” or 
“aspect” that is said to be the same in this context and in 
that one; is enumerably different in the two contexts; and 
yet, by hypothesis, it is qualitatively identical in them both. 
Hence the “part” or “respect” or “aspect” that is in question 
in the, second context does imply its qualitative difference 
from that given in the first context. Thus the notion of 
partial sameness affords no escape from the conclusion that 
identity implies qualitative difference, and the converse of. 
it that qualitative difference: ‘implies uniqueness. 

To those who find in their experience qualities and rela- 
tions that are strictly speaking the same or exactly matched, 
this consequence of the contlusion that identity implies 
qualitative difference will be a difficulty in Bradley’s 
dialectic. That difficulty, or the exclusion by Bradley’s 
doctrine of ‘qualities and relations that are the same in the 
sense that they differ solo numero, raises a question about the 
validity of his alleged demonstration that all relations are 
internal. 

At the outset of the preceding chapter, we noticed that 
the main arguments of that demonstration stem from a pair 
of proposed disjunctions. The first of these is that presented 


* “What is true in one context is true in another, and what holds of 
a subject within an experiment is valid also beyond that experiment.” 


P. 470. 
143 


e 


‘  »Bradley’s Dialectic 


in chapter II of Appearance and Reality. On the one hand, 
it is there argued that relations cannot be: both, separate 
and capable of. relating terms. And this alternative is rejected 
because any view of relations as separate entities entails an 


/ infinite regress in entities that can only fail to relate terms. 


On the other hand, it is argued, on what is, assumed to be 
the sole, remaining alternative, that relation§ are internal 
to: their terms. Bradley’s explanation of what. this means 
is given in the course of the statement of the second one of 
the two disjunctions that are in question. 

After having shown there can be no relations that -are 
without qualities, Bradley proceeds (in chapter III) to.urge-. 
that distinct qualities without relations are impossible. 
In this connection, the Alleged disjunction is between, the 
alternative of an infinite process of differences “within” 
every single quality on the oné hand, and relations that 
are internal’ to qualities, on the other hand; ‘where being- 

“internal to” means what is meant by being the difference 
‘that differentiates:the qualities thus related. Differentiations 
must “‘fall somewhere”. They may not fall’ whglly “within” 
the qualities’ they relate, for that would be to differentiate 
qualities within themselves in an indefinite “process of 
fission”. ‘THe sole remaining alternative, it is-alleged, is that 
en which relations partially would, “fall between” the 
qualities they relate and thus be a difference between them. 
In this sense of the term “relation”, relations are qualitative 
differences, and qualitative differences are relations. 

Even though the exclusion in chapter IT of the-alternative 
of separate relations ‘be regarded as final, still the alternative 
on which relations would be internal to their terms, in the 
sense that any alteration in a relation must make a qualitative 
difference in‘ its terms,«is not the sole alternative that remains. 
For there is the, further alternative on which an altera- 
tion in a relatién might entail a merely numerical difference 
in its terms. On this alternative, a relation might be altered 
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in character while its new terms would remain no more than 
numerically different from the old ones. The disjunction 
‘of chapter, II between relations as separate, termless entities, 
on the one hand, and relations as making a ‘qualitative 
difference,in théir terms, on, thé other, is :thus vitiated by the 
fact of an alternative which it does not exclude; namely, 
that on which relations make a difference.in their terms that 
is not qualitative, but numerical merely. 

“ The, disjunction of chapter II likewise fails to exclude the 
‘alternative of numerical diffetence. The truism that distinct 
;, qualities. must be different does not imply that: distinct 
qualities can only be different in nature. Thus, although 
\ ‘relations without terms, and qualities in no,sense ,different 
' are’indeed delusions, the exclusion of them by the arguments 

,of chapters II and III does not suffice to establish as the 
; firial alternative that on which terms and their relations 
| mutually differentiate themselves in point of quality. For 
Hae there remains the further alternative on which a relation 
f requires terms that, may be no more than numerically 
jam. different from other qualities, while at the same time terms 
We. soare related by relations that may be no more than numeric- 
, , ally different from other relations. This would seem to satisfy 
f the logic of Bradley’s requirement that relations relate terms, 
and that distinct qualities should be different. 

Some Idealists will reply to this that any notion:of mere 
plumerical difference is, nonsensical.on Bradley’s theory of 
identity as relational. And that is even obvious. But it ought 
to be clear enough to students of Bradley that his doctrine 
of relational identity is no absolute fulguration of spirit. 
Relational identity is the rhnoment of immediacy in the process 
of mediation that is the internality of relations. The doctrine 
that identity is relational is one with the internality of 
relations: it designates and lays emphasis 6n the essentially 
mediated character of the identity, of any appearance. 

Ifan “external relation” be cohsidered not as a'“‘separate’’ 
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‘entity, but as 2 universal that requires at least.some pair 
of terms’or other for its illustration, then Bradley begs the 
question of external relations by his doctrinaire ‘assumption 
that all differences are differences in quality. Now to say 
this is Hot even to question, much less to deny, the validity 
of the arguments of chapter II against the reality of relations 
as separate, termless entities. Any such notion about.relations 
would be a delusion :indeéd. The point is simply that’ a 
-denial.of reality to, such entities and their exclusion from 
theory constrains us to accept Bradley’ s theory of relations 
if and only if it is the sole remaining altemauye: And that is 
‘not the case. 

Let us acknowledge that relations require terms. External 
relations as separate, termless entities are the merest of 
chimeras. How much: follows from this? At least that any 
relation requires some terms or other. A relation with no 
terms of any sort would be’verbiage. But this much falls far‘ 
short of what Bradley is concerned to demonstrate by the . 
method of exclusion; namely, that relations and qualities 
mutually differentiate and thus determine the qualitative 
character of each other—with the consequence that identity 
implies qualitative difference. 

Bradley’s arguments do ‘indeed exclude the alternative 
of separate relations, either as found in experience or as 
produced there by abstraction. But that much leaves 
something more to the matter than the alternative that is 
elucidated by Bradley. Before the view that qualities and 
relations are such that the identity of any quality (or any 
relation) implies its qualitative difference from all else, 
our position is not, ineluctable For.all that the exclusion 
of separate relations proves to the contrary, a quality and a 
relation may be no more than numerically different from 
other qualities and relations. ; 

We are assured by: Bradley that “numerical difference” 
is nonsense. That it surely is, within the system of Bradley’s 
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§ dialectic. Two qualities differing’ solo numero would violate 


‘ And “numerical difference” would be misguided nonsense 
f. in any case if the alternative view of relations that Bradley 
} elucidates showed the alternative of qualities and relations 
§ that are enumerably, not qualitatively, different to be self- 
} stultifying. That-much is shown in the matter of relations 
f as separate entities. But Bradley’s dialectic of relations 
f excludes the alternative of numerical difference, not by 
| stultifying it, but by the assumption that all difference. is 
f. difference in quality. ' , 

( So far, the requirement that identity imply qualitative 
| difference has been referred to as a’consequence, of Bradley’s 
theory of quality and relation. That requirement can be 
brought out as a consequence of the dialectic of relations 
because the dialectic must assume it to be the dialectic it is. 
The reason, why there could not be two processes of cell- 
fission that were in every qualitative respect the same is that 
Bradley takes it-for granted that to differentiate is to make 
a difference that is a qualitative difference. This présup- 
position excludes the very possibility of two processes of 
development that would differ solo numero. For the quali- f 
ties and relations constituting those processes would be . I 
enumerably different merely; they would not differ in: 


character. ' | 
1 


Consider that in two processes which were the same in 
character, the qualities could be differentiated by differences 
that fell at once within and between those qualities. Thus , ' 
we would “have relation at once”.?4 And in that unity of | 
immanence within quality and transcendence of quality F 
which is the Very being of relation we would have the self- { 
discrepancy of all, relations. On the other hand, qualities 
would be both within and transcendent of their relations. 
And this would yield the self-discrepancy in the aspect of 
immediacy that is the fate also of quality. “We have found 
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that‘ qualities; taken without relations, have‘no intélligible 
nfeaning. Unfortunately, taken together with thém, they are 
equally unintelligible. They cannot, in the first glace, 
be wholly resolved into the relations.”’®5 “Hence the qualities 
must be, and must also be related. But there is hence a 
diversity which falls inside edch quality. Each has-a double 
character, as both supporting and as being made by the 
relation. It may ‘be taken as at once condition and result, 
and the question is as to how it can combiné this ‘variety. 
For it must combine the diversity, ‘and yet it fails to do so.??26 
Bradley’s elucidation of the principle of this failure has been 
quoted above. Because self-transcendence is self-discrepancy, 
and because quality transcehds itself in relation, quality is 
self-discrepant. Quality must be “‘both made, ‘and not made, 
what it is by relation”’.?6 It must be made by relation in that 
without relations a quality would: be undiffereritiated. It 
must be not made by relation in‘that the rélations must fall 
beyond the quality and be something in their own right. 
That is why quality is sélf-transcendent. And whatever is 
self-transcendent ipso facto is self- “discrépant. 

‘Bradley brings out the same consequences on the side of 
relation. The ‘burden of chapter III is the mutual self 
transcendence of ‘quality and relation. Quality .without 
relation would be nothing, for it would be undifferentiated. 
Were the relation contained wholly within’ the quality, the 
relation would be merely imternal to the quality. In that 
case, the relation’ would be wholly quality, and‘so it would 
fail to be relation. ‘Thérefore, relatidns ,must fall between 
the qualities they relaté. In so far as relations aré the self- 
transcendent aspect of quality ‘they are ‘relations and 
not sélf-discrepant. But in so. far as they,.are in and of the 
qualities they differentiate, relatidns transcend themselves 
and thus they are self-discrepant. Now in the course of the, 
entire elucidation of the mutual self-discrepancy of quality 
and relation, no demonstration that all difference is differ- 
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ence in quality, is advanced. The thesis of the argument is 


| the tworedged dialectic of quality and_relation. 


It would be futile to. attempt to demonstrate that all 
difference is difference in character or quality. Consider that, 


q for familiar reasons, you could not demonstrate it by 
j induction. That leaves deduction, and intuition. Your 


premises have to contain anything you. demonstrate. by 


f, deduction, so that method would, beg this question., And 
# your intuition or mine demonstrates nothing to the other 
' fellow. ” 


‘If Bradley ‘assumes ‘that all ‘difference is ‘difference in 
quality, this is not to say that the assumption is made 
arbitrarily. It was forced upon Bradley by his: view of 
appearance as a process of becoming or' development, 
wherein qualities or moments of immediacy are being-related 
by their differences. That differences may be no more than 
enimerably different is not ari alternative. for Bradley 
because, on that alternative, becoming is perforce left out 
of account. Qiyaljties and relations no more than numerically 
different would be the same in character. Hence the self- 
same quality and the self-same relation might be repeated 
in different contexts- without thereby, being altered. This is 
to say, that a set of qualities and a set’ of relations which 
differed respectively solo numero would exhibit (say) ten 
cases of a single quality, and (say) ten cases of a single 
relation. These qualities and these, relations would be the 
same, regardless, of their’ contexts. THerefore the qualities 
would be respectively self-identical absolutely, as would be 
also the relations; their identity would be absolute, not 
relative. Hence those qualities and relations could only be 
changeless; they could be in change or in succession, but they 
themselves could not be changing. Therefore they could not 
be moments of any process of becoming. 

It is because of his assumption that experience is becoming 
that Bradley implicitly excludes the alternative of numerical 
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difference from the relational way of thought, and that he 
explicitly denounces it as thé nonsénse if is on the pre- 
supposition of his dialectic of experience as bécoming. It is 
also because of that same assumption that Bradley is 
constrained (e.g:, in the Logic arid in Note A ‘of Appearance 
and Reality) to deny the validity of the Laws of Thought and 
to identify thé contradictory with the contrary. For so long 
as the «validity of the Law of Non-Contradiction is not 
denied, ‘the validity of the Law of Identity of course is not 
denied, and the identity of A is absolute, not relational. If 
tthe identity of A be absolute, then:A may not be a moment 
in any process of becoming. : 

Since; for Bradley, Appearance is in becoming, and no 
process of becoming may be elucidated ‘consistently by a 
logic of contradictories, the contradictory must be identified 
with the contrary, if Appearance is not to remain, in his 
“view, a succession of atomic mysteries. This way of repudiat- 
‘ing logic yields a middle term between any two opposites: 
Once this middle term is construed as being the monient of 
mediation that differentiates the qualitative characters of 
its terms, the necessary condition of. the internality of 
relations is laid down. The middle tefm has become the 
moment of médiation or differentiation that Bradley calls 
relation; and the terms thus differentiated are thé moments 
of immediacy or quality in the process that is Appearance. 
If only because this repudiation of logic, made by identifying 
the contradictory with the contrary, excludes the Law of 
Excluded Middle, ipso fdcto it denies the very possibility of ‘a 
difference that were merely numerical. Some questions as 
to how this procedure in philosophy may be justified will be 
considered in the last chapter of this essay. 

The relational way of thought, we have seen, carries us 
on to the notion of the absolute Whole. This is: something 
that transcends any moment of mediation in an Identity that 
is absolute. Since this Identity is absolute, not relational, 
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we cannot attain it by the relational way of thought that is. 
f. ours without choice. No aspect of this Whole, no coherence 
F\ of aspects, however comprehensive, may be theultimate and 
- ‘absolute subject of any judgement. “We never have,or are, a 
" state. which is the perfect, unity of all aspects; and, we must 
admit that in their special natures they remain inexplicable. 
An explanation would be the reduction of their plurality to 
unity, in such a way that the relation between the unity and 
the vaNiety was understood. And everywhere an explanation 
of this kind in the end is beyond us.’’415 It is beyond us 
because: we never arrive at the end of the relational way of 
thought. To do so would be to commit intellectual suicide. 
For we are finite centres. “The ifternal being of everything 
‘finite depends Gn that which is-beyond it. Hence everywhere, 
insisting on ,a so-called fact, we have found ourselves led by 
its inner character into something outside itself. And this 
self-contradiction, this unrest and ideality of all things 
existing is a clear proof that, though such things are, their 
being is but appearance.” The being, of the finite depends 
on its context; it is essentially self-transcendent; or self- 
discrepant, and that is the mark of appearance. Yet the self- 
discrepant pdsits its contrary; namely, self-coherence. Thus 
the degree to which an appearance is self-coherent—the 
extent to which its self-discrepancies are resolved—is the 
degree to which it is real. The internality or coherence of 
quality and relation carries judgement ineluctably to the 
notion of a Unity that is absolute, not relational. 

This Unity can only be single and unmatched. Two 
Absolutes would stand to each other in ‘external, empty 
relation; arid any such “relation” is verbiage. “Reality is 
one. It must be single, because plurality, taken as real, 
contradicts itself. Plurality implies relations, and, through its 
relations, it unwillingly asserts always a superior unity. To 
suppose the universe plural is therefore to contradict oneself 
and, after all, to suppose that it is one. Add one world to 
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another, and forthwith both worlds have become relative, 
‘each ‘the finite appearance of a higher and ‘single Reality. 
And plurality as’ appearance (we have: seen) must fall’ 
within, must belong to, and niust qualify the unity. 7460 
Any attempt to assert the reality pf a plurality of ultimates 
would be in effect an attempt to resuscitate the delusion’ of 
separate relations. 

That the Absolute i ig one. and single, that it is sentient, 
that it is a trans‘relational harmony wherein afi ‘selfs 
discrepancy is resolved, these’ are conclusions to which we 
are carried by Bradley’s dialectic. Matters of final detail are 
questions about which Bradley ‘expresses ultimate doubts. 
But he denies that the finality ofthe notion ‘of the Absolute 
is open.to doubt. ‘With regard to the main character of that 
Absolute our position is briefly this. "We hold that out 
conclusion is certain, and that+to doubt it logically ‘is 
impossible. There is no other view, ‘there is no other idea 
beyond the view here put forwaid. It is impossible rationally 
even to entertain the question of another possibility,’ 
‘These are very strong ‘claims indeed. But in the next sentences 
Bradley goes on to give reasons why they must be made. 
As we should expect, he goes right on to say that “Outside 
our main result’ there-‘is nothing’ except the wholly un- 
meaning, or else something which on scratiny is seen really’ 
not to fall outside. Thus the supposed Other’ will, in short, 
turn out to be actually'the same; or it will contain elements’ 
included within our view of the Absolute; but elements 
dislocated and so distorted into erroneous appearance. 
And the dislocation itself will find a place within the limits 
of our system.’’459, 460 

‘Our result; in brief, cannot be doubted, since it contains 
all possibilities. Show‘us an idea, we can proclaim, which is 
hostile to our scheme, and we will show you an element 
which really is contained within it. And we will demonstrate 
your idea to be a self-contradictory piece of our system, an 
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internal fragment which ‘only through’ sheer ‘blindness ‘ca'ti 
n ‘fancy itself outside. We will prdve that its independence anid 
+¥ isolation are nothing in the world but a failure to perceive 
) more than one aspect of its own naturé:’’4°° The: proposed 
alien would be: foreign tq and therefore-different from the 
Whole. On tHat account aldéne’ the alleget, alien could not 
be a:separate’ entity, out of‘all relation to ‘all else. For by 
"* virtue of its differences it would be in relation with all that 
from which it is different. Soong as Bradley’s dialectic 6f 
quality and relation be regarded as,irrefragable, his monism 
is beyond successful ‘denial. ' 
It may be well to add that Bradley: expresses himself ex- 
, plititly in:the matter of the strength and'scope ofthis claims. 
“‘And the shocked appeal to our.modesty, and our weakness 
will not trouble us. It is on this very weakness‘ that, in a 
sénse, we have: taken’ our stand. We are: impotent to divide 
the universe into, the! universe and something" outside. We 
are incapable of finding’another field in which to place our 
inability and giye play to our modesty: ‘This other area for 
us ‘is mere pretentious nonsense; and on the ground ‘of our 
_* weakness we do not,feel.strong enough to assume that non-. 
F sense is fact. We,-in,other words,-protest against*the sense- 
less attempt"to franscend experience. We urge that a there 
doubt entertained may involve that attempt, and that in 
the case of our main"conclusion it cettainly does so. Hence 
in its outline that ‘conclusion for us is certain; and let us 
endeavour to see how far the, certainty gqes.”46° Bradley’s 
claim for the finality of his main conclusion is forced upon 
him by ‘the nature'of his-case. The internality of relations 
prevents us from dividing the universe into itself and some- 
thing beyond it. The alleged’ Other could only be differerit 
from its foil, and that difference would be the telation of 
the asserted Other with and so within the Whole. That is 
why anything whatever we may mention will “be included 
in our view of the Absolute’. For that it may be mentionable 
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at all it must be distinguishable, and therefore somehow 
distinct, or related. The assertion of an ultimate, intrin- 
sically individuated plurality of reals’ contradicts the assump- 
tion that relation means what is meant by difference, where 
difference is difference in quality. 

Bradley’s main conclusion about the Absolute is certain 
in that before it Bradley has nb redress. But if that conclusion 
“cannot be doubted, since it contains all possibilities’, at the 
same time it does not exhibit many actualities: Each chapter 
of Appearance and Reality elucidates a phase of appearance in 
as much detail, presumably, as Bradley discerns and can 
muster in discourse. That this falls far short of a realization 
in any judgement of the self-fulfilling and self-fulfilled. is 
insisted upon as inevitable. Our relational way of thought 
cannot even pretend to oniniscience and not thereby deny 
its own nature. The claim to certainty about the main charac- 
ter of the Absolute affirms no more than, a notion of 
absolute identity in differences; and this is affirmed under a 
constraint that is without choiee within Bradley’s doctrine 
of relations. 

This constraint does not carry-us very far into the self- 
coherent details of the matter. For: Bradley’s ‘endeavour 
to see how far the certainty goes” is,unrelenting but not 
self-stultifying. He takes up aspects of experience in some 
detail, and presses them hard enough to make them disclose 
the self-discrepancy of their content that is at once thé 
development of ‘all thought and, the ultimate defeat of any 

‘judgement, no matter how self-coherent. The immediate 
referent of any judgement is a finite centre of qualities and 
relations. This focus of the judgement is real to the degree 
to which it is coherent with the Absolute. We have repeatedly 
noticed that every distinct content is related within the 
Whole by its very differences from everything else within 
the Absolute. For this reason, among others, the subject 
term of every judgement is an adjective of the Real no less 
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than is thé, predicate. The subject term, afd the predicate 
term, in being different content, are thus related to each 
other; and, in being different from all other qualities and 
relations, S and P ipso facto are related to every otler coritent 
of the organic Whole. For that reason the ‘Absolute is the 
ultimate,* but unattainable, referent of every’ judgement. 
The Absolute is the ultimate referent because it is the prin- 
ciple ofidentity in the differences, or adjectives of the Whole; 
and they are the content of judgements. ‘Yet’it is undttain- 
able by the relational way of thought. For to attain to the 
Absolute would be to transcend the relational, and that 
would be the suicide’of the finite mind. 

Nevertheless, it is urged that we'are not lost-in a relativism 
that is without an attainable principle of survey and com- 
parison. For the criterion of comparative degrees of reality in 
Appearance, and of comparative degrees of truth in judge- 
ment, is that of being comprehensive. “Hence to be more 
or less.true, and to be more or less real, is to be separated 
by an interval, smaller or greater, from all-inclusiveness or 
self-consistency. Of two ‘given appearances. the one more 
wide, or more harmonious, is more real. It approaches 
nearer to a single, all-containing individuality. To remedy its 
imperfections, in other words, we should have to make a 
smaller alteration. The truth and the fact, which, ‘to be 
converted into the Absolute, would require less rearrange- 
ment and addition, is more real and truer. And this is what 
we mean by degrees of reality and truth. To possess miore the 
charactet of reality, and to contain within oneself'a greater 
amount ef the real, are two expressions for the same thing.” 
$22, 828 The earmark of degrees of individuality—and so of 
reality and truth—is comparative self-coherence. Since the 
identity of any finite experience implies the qualitative differ- 
ence of it from all else, the identity or individuality of that 
single experience is determined by its relations within the 

* See abdve, pp. 126-149. 
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systematic Whole of which it is an appearance. As the focus 
of 'a judgement is enlarged, the § : Scope of the toherence of its 
constituent qualities and relations-within the Whole is thus 
rendered. the more comprehensive. For with that enlarge- 
ment in focus; the judgement has become a less partial aspect. 

And, with’ that increase in comprehension, the judgement 
has become less, erroneous, or truer. “Truth must exhibit 
the mark of internal harmony, or, again, the mark of 
expansion and all-inclusiveness» And these two characteris- 
tics are diverse aspects of a single ‘principle. ‘That which 
contradicts itself, in the first, ,place, jars, because the whole, 
immanent. within it, drives its ‘parts into collision. And the 
way, to find harmony, as we have seen, is to re-distribute these 
discrepancies in. a, wider ‘arrangement. But, in. the second 
place, harmony is iricompatible with restriction and-finitude. 
For .that which is not all-inclusive must by virtue. of its 
essence internally disagree; and, if we reflect, the reason. of 
this becomes plain. That which exists in g.whole has external 
relations. Whatever it fails to,include jithin its,own nature; 
must be related to it by the-whole, and related externally. 
Now these extrinsic relations, on, the ore hand, fall outside 
of itself, but, upon the other hand, cannot do so. For a 
relation must ‘at both ends affect, and pass into, the being 
of its terms. And hence the inner essence of what is finite 
itself both is, and js not,, the relations which,limit it; Its 
nature’ is hence incurably relative, passing, that is, beyond 
itself, and importing, again, into, its own core a mass of 
foreign connectjons: ‘Thus to be defined from without is, 
in principle, to be distracted within.’’%24 322 For to be 
defined..externally or extrinsically is to be differentiated by 
the reJations that thus define their qualities from without. 
Since these relations fall at once without and within their 
qualjties, those qualities are distracted within by the 
internality in process ,of their relations, or aspects of self- 
transcendence. This element of inner distraction is the 
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principle of growth iri dégrees'of individuality.'“By growth 
thé elefent becomes, more and’more, a consistent individual, 
containing in'itself its own niiture; and it"forms, more and 
more, a whole inclusive df discrepancies and reducing them 
to system. The two aspects, of, extension- and harmony, are 
thus in principle one. . « .”82 That is'Why to be more and 
more true, oy miore arid mote real;'is to-be deprived less and 
less of all-inclusiveness or self-coherehce. 

The ultimate résolution’ of discrepancies is fulfilled in an 
Identity that isnot relational, but Absolute. We have 
foticéd .that ,the Absolute may stahd in no relations. For 
were the Absolute a, term in’ any, relation whatever, ipso 
facto the Absolute would be relational, not absolute. It is 
an emphasized, hot: incidental, conclusion of Bradley’s 
dialectic that thé Absolute is not available to finite minds. 
There are, then, at ledst two reasons why we may not 
avail ourselves: of the Absolute as 4 criterion of truth and 
reality. The Absolute may not' stand in a relation, cognitive 
or otherwise, without thereby: falling from yltimacy. Ahd 
the-finite mind could‘ attain to thé Absolute only by trans- 
cending the relational, thereby.commhitting suicide. 

These consequences of Bradley’s: dialectic carry with 
them further basic difficulties. For they leave us with! no 
criterion’ of degrees of truth and reality. To be sure, Bradléy 
writes, of inclusivenéss and harmony, or coherence, as being 
the standard in question. Yet this does (and could) not 
mean that this standard is anything distinguishable from the 
very degrees’ of truth and reality themselves of which that 
standard is the criterion. The degree to which any finite 
whole is coherent is in no sense distinct from that appearance 
itself. For. the coherence of that finite whole is ‘that' whole 
itself—that very appearance, which jis self-coherent ‘to the 
degree that it is individual, dnd is the individual it is in 
virtue of that self-coherence. 

It might well be urged that the Absolute is the criterion 
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of degrees of, coherence if that Being were,.or could be, 
available to finite minds. Yet the Absolute is something 
distinct from any appearance, no amatter how highly self- 
coherent it be. Therefore, the Absolute could not have its 
being at any level of degrees of truth and reality, And-the 
relational way of thought could not attain to the Absolute 
and’ remain relational, just ‘as the.Absolute could stand in 
no relation whatever and remain absolute. Willy nilly; with- 
out choice, we are confined to the degrees of reality that 
sare appearance. This means that we have no criterion 
of degrees of truth and reality that would be distinct from 
those very appearances themselves. And that is tantamount 
to having no criterion at all. 

This is pot intended to lead up to practical difficulties 
that might be met with in the course of any attempt to,apply 
a criterion of comparison in point of coherence. Often 
enough that may be, very difficult to do. The second draft 
of Hyperion, as read by Amy Lowell, is more coherent in her 
interpretation of it than the first draft. Yet that comparison 
was realized and made out in discourse by one who was a 
poet in felt imagery and ambition. The difficulty in question, 
however, lies far deeper down than any difficulty in the 
application of a criterion in practice. Since there is no avail- 
able standard of coherence, how are we to compare this 
appearance as being more coherent than that orie ? More- 
over, in the absence of any available criterion, we cannot 


, determine just how coherent any single appearance may be. 


If-we cannot decide that much in some case or other, how 
can we compare this Appearance as being more coherent 
than that one ? 

Surely, though, Wuthering Heights i is more scien: than 
An American Tragedy, we may be told. And on assignable 
grounds that.comparison might be easily made out.* But 

* Kor example, on the grounds laid down by E. M. Forster’ in Aspects 
of the Novel. 
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in thAt case we have*posited our criteria of’ comparison. 
On Bradley’s dialectic it is a repeatedly emphasized con: 
clusion that: knowledge of the Absolute is not available to us. 
Now. we may agree that we do see how, on the coherence 
theory of truth and reality, it must be that an ‘appearance 


becomes the more true and real as it becomes the ‘more ' 


coherent. But still we are obliged to ask, how true, how 
real is it at any stage of this expansion ? 

Short of the Absolute, we have only appearances. The 
degree to which an appearance is coherent is in no respect 
or sense distinct from that appearance or concrete universal 
itself.. Therefore, either the coherence of' an appearance is 
its own intlex, or we have no index of degrees of coherence. 
The suggestion that comprehensiveness is the test, and that 
it can be applied by setting up a certain very comprehensive 
appearance as a norm under which the comparative degrees 
of other appearances might be decided upon, is really of no 
avail. For it begs the question. Either the superior coherence 
ofthe norm is its own index, or, again, we have no index. 
And if, in the case of the norm, ,we .assume that coherence 
is its own index, then by the same token we should have to 
make the same assumption about the coherence of any other 
appearance; and so the suggested norm would be useless. 
On the other hand, if we have no index of degrees of coher- 
ence, then the selection.of the norm could only be arbitrary: 

It would seem that, in ‘Bradley’s view, coherence is its 
own index. The coherence of a relational situation involves 
satisfaction for the intellect. This satisfaction diminishes or 
grows as there is a decrease or increase in coherence. And 
Bradley holds that any growth’ in intellectual satisfaction 
is the index of fuller coherence in judgement. Yet the 
validity of this converse is'at least doubtful. Even though it 
be established by Bradley’s arguments in that regard ‘that 
the higher the degree of coherence the fuller the intellectual 
satisfaction, jt would hardly follow (or appear to follow; 
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“ ‘except by illicit ‘conversion) that thé faller ‘tthe satisfaction 
the. higher the,coherence. Degrees of icoHerence may be« an 
index of degree’, of satisfaction., But if the coherence theory 
About the ndture of, truth is to, afford a criterion of degrees 
“of truth,. what aye need j js an index. of degrees’ of coherence. 
And that we do not-and cannét have, short of the unavailable 
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CHAPTER IX 


Relational arid Absolute. 
: Identity 


4 
We have seeri why it is, for Bradley, that’ identity implies 
qualitative .différence. Since qudlitative differences, or 
differentiations, aré relations, to say that identity implies 
difference is to say that identity implies relation. Indeed, 
the dialectic of quality and relation elucidates the mutually 


relative character or identity’ ofsthe aspéct of quality arid 


the aspect of differentiation which together constitute ‘the. 


rélational situation.” , " 
In’Being thus relational, the identity or character of any 
experience Or appearance {is in process. If. an experience 


were self-identical absolutely and in ‘its own ontological “ 


right, it'would be-difficult indeed to seé how it could be in 
process. If A were A absolutely, rather than relatively, 
it eould not change into, or"become, Y. For in the course 
of the process A, Ay, Ayy, . . . Y, there would finally be a 
point at which A was no lohger A and was not yet ¥. On,a 
view of identity‘as absolute, there could-be‘no middle term 
by which this gap in becoming might be mediated. Thus 
one apparent virtue of a dialettic of contraries is that between 
contraries there is a middle term in and through: which the 
contrarieties in becoming are incessantly syblated. 

A failure to ‘see that for Bradley appearance is process 
wherein thé identity or character of an experience is'‘relational 
and, short. of the Absolute itself, never absolutt, would 
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blind us to the nature of his dialectic. Should we attempt 
to illustrate Bradley’s conception of relation as differentiation 
by thinking of a relation as a universal that requires at 
least two particulars, our attempt could only be irrelevant. 
Defined as an abstract universal, a relation would be self- 
identical and therefore changeless. Evidently such beings 
cquid not be moments of differentiation in process. Then 
again, were a sense-quality, conceived of as self-identical, 
taken to illustrate Bradley’s view of quality as the moment 
of immediacy in the process that is appearance; this too 
would be a mistake. For no such being as a self-identical and 
therefore changeless sense-quality could be in process at all. 

When largely irrelevant matters are taken, to illustrate 
Bradley’s theory of relations,. rather unfriendly criticism 
sometimes results. Let us consider the following passage 
from Professor C. D. Broad’s Examination of McTaggart’s 
Philosophy, In reply to his own question, “Is there:any valid 
objection to, there being relations?”’* Professor Broad 
considers two lines of argument. The first of these is drawn 
from Leibnitz, the second is ascribed to Bradley. It runs as 
follows: ‘“The second argument against rélations is that of 
Bradley. The argument is that, if A is to be related by R to B, 
A must be related by a relation R, to R, and R must, be 
related by a relation R, to B. On the same grounds A must 
he related by. a relation Ry, to Ry, Ry-must be related by a 
relation Ry. to R, R must be related by a, relation Rg, to Re, 
and Ry must bé related by a relation Rgp to, B. Similar 
remarks will apply to all these four relational facts, and so 
at the next stage there will be eight relational facts, at the 
next to this sixteen, and so on without end. Bradley’s 
contention is that this series could not have a first term unless 
it had a last term, which it plainly does not. McTaggart 
admits that there is this endless series in connection: with 
any relational fact, but he denies that it ‘is vicious. His 

* P. 84. 
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dnswer amounts to saying that the first term, i.e. that A 
has R tq B, is a fact in its own right, and that the-rest of the 
series consists merely of further consequences of this fact. 
I think it might fairly be said that, whilst Leibniz’s 
argument depends:on insisting that relations shall behave 
as if they were qualities, Bradley’s argument depends on 
insisting that théy shall behave as if they were particulars 
like the terms which they relate. Jt is plain that Bradley 
thinks of A and B as being like two objects fastened» together with a 
bit of string, and he thinks of R as being like the bit of string. He 
then remembers that the objects must be glued or sealed 
to both ends of the bit of string if the latter is to fasten them 
together. And then, I suppose, another kind of glue is needed 
to fasten the first drop of glue to the object A on the one side 
and to the bit of string on the other; and another kind of 
glue is needed to fasten the second drop of glue to the object 
B on the one side and to the string on the other. And so on 
without end. Charity bids us avert our eyes from the 
pitiable spectacle of a great philosopher using an argument 
which would disgrace a child or a savage.”’* 

Professor Broad makes no reference to the text that he 
calls in. disgrace. But he would seem to have in mind, more 
or less, the argument in the chapter on Substantive and 
Adjective by which Bradley is“brought to his denial of the 
reality of relations as indepefident entities. In several ways, 
Professor Broad misconstrues that argument. Jt is not an 
argument against the ‘reality of relations ; it is an argument against 
the reality of relations as independent entities. "Yet Professor 
Broad introduces it as one: reply to his own question, “Is 
there any valid objection to there being relations?”—not, 
is there any valid objection to there being relations taken as 
separate entities? In this latter form, the question has.a 
restricted bearing: it is a question about the reality of 
relations fout court. And that one sénse of the term relation 

* Pp, 84, 85. My italics, 
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is the concern of Bradley’s argument to the conclusion that 
any notion of relations as independent entities leads to an 
“infinite process?!® (my italics)’ in relations that do not 
relate. 

Yet Professor Broad writes of this'argument as though it 
were Bradley’ s aim to show by it that there are no relations; 
that there is:a “valid objection to there being relations” 
That this’is so ng one who, has followed and remembered 
the dialectic of chapter III, Relation and Quality, is likely’ to 
agree. Bradley’s argument against the possible reality of 
independent entities as relations is just that, and not itself 
an argument against anything more than that. 

Professor Broad asserts: ‘It is plain that Bradley thinks of 
‘A and Bas being like two objects fastened together with a pie 
of string, and he thinks of R as being like the bit of string.’* 
If one wanted’to one could’ adduce “‘the bit of string” as an 
illustration of relations as independent entities. In that 
connection alsd one could write with Professor Broad of the 
glue, and that Bradley : “remembers” that glue would have 
to be introduced into an intellectual conclusion; perhaps:in 
order to make it at home in,certain quarters. That way of 
taking ‘Bradley’s argument against relations as independent 
entities might be less.objectionable were it restricted to that 
argument, not presented as reasoning by him against the 
reality of‘relations. ~ s 4 

But pieces of string and bits of glue would hardly afford 
an illustration of moments of differentiation:in process. So 
long as Bradley’s critics take it that his argument to the 
“infinite process” that results from the notion of relations as 
independent ‘entities ‘is his constructive theory of relations, 
they will criticize ‘that argument of the chapter Substantive 
and Adjective, and neglect the content of the chapter ‘Relation 
and Quality; That is what has happened in the past. There 
are more than a few Criticisms of the argument against 
separate relations; but discussion and criticism of the’ 
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positive doctrine of chapter III is comparatively scarce and 
far to seek. 

And so long as Bradley’s unfriendly critics concentrate 
on the chosen argument in chapter IT, it is likely they will, 
take a relation for Bradley as being something that is real 
independently of its context in process or Appearance; as 
something static, or as a piece of string and bits of glue. 
For in-that argument Bradley’ is concerned with something 
that would be independently real, static, ‘and so almost 
anything ‘different from a moment of differentiation. The 
aotion of that something is what involves the “‘infinite 
process” in relations that do not relate simply because they 
‘are ex hypothesi independent, disconnected entities. And 
it is to that notion that Bradley denies any, validity whatever, 
not to the doctrine that is: elucidated in, the next chapter, 
Relation and Quality. 

To be sure, the validity of that theory of relations is not 
regarded as absolute. That theory, itself is a judgement; 
albeit one to which we are brought by the elucidation of 
the matter which Bradley has worked out. And short of the 
unattainable Absolute Idea, any judgement will be*con- 
tingent upon factors lying beyond its scope, even though 
that mental synthesis be‘carried out to a rather preternatural 
extreme. As judgement is Contingent .and true to a degree, 
sO any appearance is contingent and real to some degree 
or other.: Short of the Absolute nothing is absolutely real: 
But everything is real to a degree. 

Yet we have seen that, Dr. A C. Ewing, writing in answer 
to a question.as to which, if any, of his’ senses of “internal 
relations” were appropriate to Bradley’s theory of the 
matter, asserts that Bradley ‘denies the reality of relations. 
“I did not say of which of’ my senses of ‘internal relations’ 
Bradley is a supporter’ because Bradley denied the reality of 
relations and therefore can not have held that’ relations 
really were internal in any of my senses or in any other 
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sense.”* Apparently Dr. Ewing is at one with Professor 
Broad in taking it that Bradley denies the reality of relations. 
The consequence of this, that “Bradley cannot have held 
that relations really were internal in... any sense”, 
Dr. Ewing does not boggle at‘pointing out himself. 
4 It is the case that Bradley denies the reality of relations 
as independent entities. And it is the case that he denies the 
absolute’ reality .of relations as differences: He denies also,the 
absolute reality of qualities. As relations independent of 
qualities are a delusion, -so, together with their qualities 
they are not completely intelligible in any finite context. 
For that a relation may-be internal, it must. contribute to 
constitute its qualities: yet, that it may not disappear 
altogether, it must “‘fall” to,some extent “between” them. A 
relation thus involves withiri itself a contrariéty. A relation 
must be at once implicated in and transcendent of its 
qualities. For in so far as a relation contributes to constitute 
its qualities it does not fall between them, and so far it 
fails to be a relation'at all;:on the other, hand, in so far as a 
relation falls between its qualities it is outside them both and 
so again fails to rejate them.26-28 

Hence no moment of differerttiation could be absolute. 
In a process of fission no absolute distinction is there to be 
found between the moments of quality and the moments of 
differentiation. Rather there is ‘‘a diversity which falls 
inside each ‘quality. Each has a double character, .as both 
supporting and as being made by the relation”’.** Likewise, 
each relation has a double character, as at-once making and 
being made by its terms. Qualities taken without relations 
(i.e., as absolute), and relations without qualities (i.e., 
independent or absolute), are both, ‘Bradley finds, quite 
unintelligible by the relational way of thought. These 
extremes of abstraction are wholly verbal. Their reality is 


* The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. XXXII, No. 10, May 9, 1935, P- 273. 
My italics. ~ { Ibid. 
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‘entirely a matter of words. Otherwise they are unreal. 
For’ their “designations” refer to nothing. But, a quality 
that is a moment of immediacy which is at once making 
and made by its differentiations or relations is not ‘an 
absolute. The self-identity of the character of it is relational, 
not absolute. And a relation or differentiation that is at 
once in ‘and of its qualities and .transcendent of them is 
‘ no absolute, no isolated entity, but rather a copula in 
process. 

Appearance, as distinguished from Absolute reality, is 
relational; any appearance is as unreal as it is ‘inconsistent, 
and as real as it is self-coherent. We’ have seen this much in 
Bradley’s view, but in view of the opposition, it may be well 
to cause him to repeat it. At the outset of chapter XIII, 
The General Nature of Reality, he writes, “Whatever is rejected 
as appearance is, for that reason, no mere nonentity. It 
cannot bodily be shelved and merely got rid of, and, theré- 
fore, since it must fall somewhere, it must belong to reality. 
To take it as existing somehow and somewhere in the unreal, 
would surely be quite meaningless. For reality must own and 
cannot be less than appearance, and that is the one positive 
result which, so far, we have reached.”#° “Is there an abso- 
lute criterion?” Bradley goes on to ask. “This question, to 
my mind, is answered by-a second question: How otherwise 
should we be able to say anything at all about appearance? 
For through the last Book, the reader: will remember, we 
were for the most part criticizing. We were judging pheno- 
mena and were eondemning them, and throughout we 
proceeded as if the self-contradittory could not be redl. 
But this was surely to have and to apply an absolute'criterion. 

. Ultimate reality is such that it does not contradict 
itself; here is an absolute criterion. And it is proved absolute 
by the fact that, either in endeavouring to deny it, or even 
in attempting to doubt it, we tacitly assume its validity.’’2?° 
“We may say that everything, which appears, is somehow 
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real in such.a way as to be self-consistent. The.character of the 
real is to possess everything phenomenal in a harmonious 
form.”’323 

Relations,are the differences that diferentiate the pheno- 
mena_of* appearance. A relational situation is urfreal to the 
degree that .it is selfcontradictory’ or self-discrepant; it is 
real to the degree to which it is self-consistent or self- 
coherent. Nothing short of Absolute reality is real without 
qualification. But to argue that the unreality of relations 
(and qualities) means for Bradley that they are nothing at 
all would be.to argue that for him Appedrance is nothing 
at all. And that would be silly, at best. Moreover, any such 
’ misunderstanding would ignore the doctrines of The General 
Nature of Reality (chapters XIII and XIV), Thought and 
Reality (chapter XV), Error (chapter XVI), The This and: 
the Mine (chapter XIX), Degrees of Truth and Reality (chapter 
XXIV) ‘and The Absolute gnd its Appearances; in: short, the 
notion that Bradley denies reality to relations leaves aut of 
‘account the basic:passages of his dialectic. 
‘ The phases of Appearance that are examined in Book J’ 
of Appearance and Reality are shown to be infected with the- 
self-discrepancy of their constituent qualities and relations 
which is “elucidated in detail in chapter III. Thus space 
and time’ are less than absolutely real. But it would be mis- 
leading to say that Bradléy denies the reality of time. 
He denies, over and over again, the self-consistency, the 
absolute reality of any and every form of appearance. 
How could: he do otherwise? Appearances are processes, 
whether they be motions,* causes,t activities,t things,§ 
or selves;|| every process is self-transcendent, and, we have 
seen, the self-transcendent is not to be nothing..“‘Whatever is 
rejected as appearance is, for that very reason, no mere 


** Chapter V. { Chapter VI. 
t Chapter VII. § Chapter VIII. 
{| Chapters IX and X. 
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nonentity. ... To (kes it as existing somehow and some- 
where ‘in the unreal, would surely be quite meaning- 
less.°#48 Any phase of Appearance—a spatio-temporal 
system, for example—is real to the degree to which it is 
sélf-coherent. And the degree to which, a system is self- 
coherent is held to be the extent to which it is com- 
prehensive. 

Those who would make Bradley a'synonymfor their own 
mistakes ‘appear to take it that’ by, an appearance he means 
something static and_self-contained. Thus ‘they find it con- 
venient to concentrate on one of his arguments against 
relations as separate entities (which would be static and 
self-contained, if there were any such entities in Bradley’s 
view). They carry out that concentration with such single- 
minded emphasis that thistargument alone is made to seem 
Bradléy’s positive theory of relations. Standing on that 
niisunderstanding, they make the monstrous assertion, that 
he denied reality to relations. 

To take it that for Bradley relations are static, self-con-- 
tained entities, likepjeces of string, and to‘leave out of 
account the dialectic of: relational fact, or quality and 
relation, that is set forth in chapter III, would be perforce 
to ignore the relational identity of every being short of the 
Absolute. It would be to take it that relations. are self-. 
identical. ‘Ten of the possibly many senses which “relation”, 
used to désignate a self-identical entity, might havé are 
made out by Dr. .Ewing. He acknowledges that none of 
‘them is germane to Bradley’s theoty of the matter. Two 
general senses of the term in question, used to designate 
self:contained entities; are considered in detail and rejected 
roundly by: Bradley-himself. ‘I will now deal briefly with 
relations, taken as what may be called ‘external’ or ‘internal’ 
merely. And, though at the cost of some repetition, I will 
show how such a distinctidn, if we:insist on it as ultimately 
valid, involves us again in contradiction. It exhibits once 
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more the discrepancy inseparable from all relational 


thought.”’* 

“What should we:mean (I will ask first) by’a relation 
asserted as simply and barely external? We have here, I 
presume, ‘to abstract ’so ‘as to take terms arid relations, all 
and each, as something which in and by ‘itself is real inde- 
pendently. And we must, if so, assume that their coming or 
being together in fact, and as somehow actually in one, jis 
due in no way to the particular characters of either the 
relations or the terms. From neither side will there be 
dnything like a contribution to, or an entrance into, the 
other side—or again to, or-into, that union of both which 
we experience as a‘ relational fact Undeniably the fact is 
“somehow there, but in itself it remains irrational as admitting 
no question as to its ‘how’ or ‘why’. Or, if’ you insist on a 
reason, that would have to’be neither in the ‘terms nor‘ the 
relation, but in a third element once more independently 
real and neither affecting, nor again affected by, either the 
relation or the terms. This, I, suppose, is the way in which 
relations have to be misunderstood, if you take them 4s 
external merely and alsd.as ultimately'and absolutely real. 

“What (I ask next) should, on the other hand, be meant 
by a relation viewed as absolutely and merely internal? 
You, I‘presume, still in*this case would continue to take the 
terms éach one as, so far, in and by itself real, and as inde- 
pendent absolutely of any whole that could be said to contain 
them. And you would: go on to attribute to the particular 
characters of the terms, as so taken, some actual relation 
or relations which you find, as you say, to fall between them. 
Something like this, I suppose, is or ought to be meant by 
a relation which is asserted to be real ultimately and internal 
merely. 

“The idea, I would add, that I myself accept any such doctrine 
as. the above seems to myself even ludicrous. And to whom, if to 
* Collected Essays, p. 641. 
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any one, it should be attributed in fact, I will not offer to 
discuss. In any case, to assume it as the necessary alternative, 
when the mere externality of relations is denied, is (I 
submit).an obvious, if perhaps a natural, mistake.” * Having 
given this detailed statement-of the,matter, Bradley proceeds 
to deny‘ reality to merely external relations on thd familiar 
grounds that, as quite external to their terms, such alleged 
relations fail to relate anything. Therefore mediating rela- 
tions would be required and so on indefinitely. He then turns 
to his statement of the nature of a merely internal relation. 
This alleged relation, like a piece of string in need of glue, 
simply falls between its terms. The assumption that any such 
view is the sole alternative to his denial of external relations 
he terms an obyious mistake, and the notion that he accepts 
it Bradley finds ludicrous. 

Relations for Bradley are at once internal and external. 
As the dialectic of chapter III makes out‘in detail, a rela- 
tion is internal to its qualities in so far as it contributes to 
constitute them; it is external to its qualities in so far as it 
transcends them; “every telation (unless our previous 

. inquiries have led to error) has‘a connection with its terms 
which, not' simply internal or external, must in principle 
be ‘both at once.’’t The connection must ,be both at once 
because if it fell wholly without thé terms (and so were 
wholly external) it wouldnot connect them; and if it fell 
wholly within the terms (and so were wholly internal) it 

would be exhausted in them, and thus fail to be a nexus. 
We have seen that the self-transcendence of quality through 

relation is the relational, identity of the character of any 
appearance. Relational identity is other than the absolute 
identity of A is A. In judgement the one yields degrees of 
truth and error,, in propositions the other ‘gives barren 
tautologies. The disjunction’ here is that between an identity 

* Ibid., pp. 642, 643. My italics. 

+ Ibid., p. 641. 
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differentiated by its context, on. the one hand, and. an 
identity that is intrinsic, or differentiated by nothing extrinsic , 
to itself. 4 

We have seen that on Bradley’s doctrine of relations 
identity implies qualitative difference, Any relational situa- 
tion is different in character from any other one. This 
excludes: the possibility: ofitwo beitys that differ sold numero. 
The two:symbols A, and A, could not be strictly the same. 
On the other side of the disjunction between relatignal and 
absolute identity, numerical -difference is affirmed; and the 
merest possibility that -all beings are different in character 
is excluded. This disjunction is the principle that dividés the 
relatidnal dialectic from,any form of procedure i in thought 
for which “ A is A” is valid by virtue of the Law.of Non- 
Contradiction, s = 

For Bradley, we have noticed, ‘‘A is A” is a-barren verbal- 
ism; as is “A is not both A and not-A”. In Appearance 
there are tio absolute identities and there are no absolute 
contradictories. Any identity is the result of differentiation, 
and the differentiation mediates between that identity and 
its‘opposite. Thus, in the process that Appearance is, there is 
a middle ‘term .Wetween any two moments of becoming. 
Any phase of protess will be intelligible to the extent that 
this mediation of moments is realized in judgement. For 
that ‘mediation or differentiation ‘of quality is the relational 
{dentity of any appearance, any judgement, any degree 
of reality however abstract, or however concrete. 


We 


II 


In conclusion, let us ask whether or not Bradley can 
answer Hume. A discussion of this question will afford an 
illustration of the disjunction between relational and abso- 
lute identity. We shall see that Bradley can no more answer 
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Hume than Hume can answer Bradley. Reduced to its 
sirnplest terms, the main reason why this is so is that not-p 
means something for Bradley that is radically different 
from ‘what it means in Hume. 

_ We have seen that Bradley denies the validity of the Law 
of Non-Contradiction and identifies the contradictory with 
the contrary; The issue of this union we have seen to be 
a theory of negation and identity as relational. In this matter 
of dialectical principle Bradley is following Hegel. ‘Hegel 
has taught us'this-and I wish we.could:all learn it.” 

There is no evidence that it.ever occurred to Hume to 
deny the validity of the Law of-Non;Contradiction as it is 
explained, for example, in‘the Port Royal Logic. For‘ Hume 
identity and negation’ are absolute, not relational, Any 
, impression, any idea, is what it is by virtue’of its own intrinsic 
nature, not by virtue of any context of relations whatever. 
Thus for Bradley identity'is relational; for Hume identity 
is absolute. . 

The. difference’ here is that of a disjunction: no qualita- 
tive identity may be botl relational ard absolute. This is to 
say that the dialectic of Brddley is utterly different in‘ prin- 
ciple from the logic in Hume. Hence-neither one could be 
expected to answer (as distinguished from condemn) the 
other. They do not speak the sarhe language. Bradley arid 
Hume ‘can be and are opposed to each other, but neither 
one can properly be taken to be a refutation of the 


‘other. 


"This is not-to forget that those who derive their philosophy 
from Hegel, either directly or by way of Bradley. and 
Bosanquet, take it that they can and do.refute Humé and 
his kind. Following ‘the lead of T. H. Green, they first 
demolish the theory of impressions and ideas, and then 
assume that Hume’s négative analysis of causal inference 
depends, Both in point of the text and of the logic of it, on 
that indefensible psychological theory. On two counts the 
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assumed.dependenceé:in question may be seen to be ground- 
less. f 

One of these counts is historical in nature: Hume’ 8 
failure to find a necessary connection between dnything 
designated cause and anything’ designated ,effect did not 
begin with him. He drew it from Malebranche, a3 his 
reference in the Treatise to the relevant portions of Recherche 
would suffice to make plain, if there were no other evidence 
in the matter.* ‘And Malebranche derived the conclusion 
from Cordemoy, to whom he refers in that connection. 
Malebranche and Cordemoy were Rationalists and their 
views in psychology do not comprise a theory of impressions 
and ideas as copies of impressions. The line of argument 
. for which Hume is perhaps best known developed in- 
dependently of Hume’s psychology, if only because Hume 
did pot discover or develop it:in the first place. 

Theother count in question is of a textual nature. The 
relevant text of the Treatise does not bear out the assumption 
that Hume’s negative analysis of causal inference depends 
on his dogmatic psychology.{ Rather it constrains us to 
conclude that (to put,the matter in too few words) Hume 
applied the tests of apagogic reasonirig and sense-perception 
to’ two ‘well-known questions about experience: why .is a 
cause always necessary? and why must the same cause 
produce the same effect? : 

Nevertheless, it may be urged in some quarters, Bradley’s 
dialectic does constitute an’ answer to Hume. For it shows 
his faith in absolute identity and apagogic reasoning to be 
groundless. Since: apagogic reasoning proceeds to demon- 
stration by showing that the contradictory of a given state- 
ment is itself self-contradictory, to: show a faith in that to 
be misguided would be to explain that the Law of Non- 


* See my Malebranche and Hume. Revue internationale de philosophie, 
Vol, I, No. 1. 

Tt See my Hume’s Theory of the Understanding, London, 935, Chapters 
II and III. 
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Contradiction is a snare and a delusion. Yet that is the basic 
issue as between the Hegelian dialectic and logic. Is the 


contradictory one with the conttary or are they radically 


distinct? These alternatives constitute a disjunction: both 
of them’ cannot be true. 

Bradley denounces A is A and A is not both A and not-A 
as being tautologies and therefore empty. They do not and 
cannot represent any: advance in thought; therefore they 
are not judgements. Now any tautology in thought will be 
as empty or as full as it is. That depends wholly on‘what a 
mind puts into it. Whenever A is A i is construed in no sense 
whatever, but is merely parroted, it’ is quite empty indeed. 
Yet ordinarily A is A is used to designate the logical structure 
of whatsoever is self-identical. This may be, an analogy; 
and it is fair to presume that no one denies that an analogy 
may give information to anyone who thinks it out. 

To denounce any ease ofA is A as a tautology. is to object 
to it'for being what it is. And the categorical principle A 
is A is invalid if and only if it be true that identity is 
relational. The alleged truth of this latter statement is in 
no wise brought to light by the denial of its opposite. 
No more is, it established by the identification of the con- 
tradictory and the contrary. For to identify them is by 
that very fact to assume that negation ane identity are 
relational. 

If and only if the contradictory, be identified with the 
contrary, does it follow that every opposition, every fission, 
in.experience is mediated by a third moment, or iy relational. 
That conclusion is a necessary condition of the dialectic of 
rélation and quality. Without the ‘mediation of any process 
of differentiation by a third moment, the mutual internality 
of relation and quality would disappear. 

Presumably the protagonist of the Idealist dialectic will 
reply that his position is not,a matter of. assumption. His 
dialectic elucidates what is the truth. The Law of Non- 
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Contradiction is false because it would, affirm mere or, pure 
negation. ‘Any such riotidn is intolerable because ‘it entails 
the infinite judgement. “Wisdom is not blue” is a case in 
point. Now, plainly, that'judgement is silly; but that it is so on 
the grounds advanced by Bradley is doubtful. “A somethirig 
that isonly not something eJse, is a reldtion;that terminates 
in an impalpable void, a reflection thrown upon empty space. 
It is a mere nonentity which ¢annot be real.” Sorhe of the 
confusions, at least, that are basic to the notion that the Law 
of Non-Contradiction entails the infinite judgement have 
been exposed by W. E. Johnson. Moreover, Bradley’s own 
statements about the matter would seem to beg the question; 
as is done, for example, in the passage quoted ‘above. 
Therein “‘a something that is only not something else” is 
‘identified ‘with ‘‘a rélation’. . .” Now‘anything’ that were 
“only not something else’”’—a mere not—would be something 
dutlandish indeed. But it: is‘ not in the least to defend the 
.reality of a something that were‘merely not something else, 
to go on to point out that, by assuming this negative some- 
thing to be a relation, Bradley begs the question whether 
negation is relational or not. 

Just as any negation’ that does not entail a common ground, 
a third. term, between its contents is réjected by Bradley 
‘as beihg empty, sé he condemns any statement of absolute 
self-identity as being inane. We have seen that Bradley 
writes in this connéction that“‘The principle of Identity is 
soften stated i in the form of a tautology, ‘A is A’. If this really 
means that’ no difference exists on thie: two sides-of the 
judgement, we may dismiss it at once. It is no judgement at 
all. As Hegel tells us, it sins against the very form of judge- 
ment; -for while professing to say something, it really says 
nothing. It does not eyen assert identity. For identity without 
difference: is nothing at all.”” Now this too begs the question 
at issue. If and only if this conception of identity be true are 
we constrained to dismiss the Law of Identity. In the passage 
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quoted above,. Bradley makes plain his ‘belief that. what 
Hegel tells him on ‘this score is indeed the truth. Yet 
that is the question at issue. And that question is merely 
begged by the assumption that all identity is identity in 
difference. \ 

Moreover, in order that he might show that all identity 
is identity in difference, Bradley would have to show that 
some cases of identity are not properly represented by A is’A. 
This could not be established by-any appeal to experience. 
For no one could so canvass experience as to be:sure that 
no case of identity (such as that of two cases of the same hue) 
is properly represented by A is A. Consequently, Bradley is 
obliged to arrive at the truth of his principle by assuming it. 
And that is what in fact he does. His theory of negation, his 
didlectic of quality and relation, his theory of predication, 
and ‘the coherence theory of truth are not proofs of the 
principle of identity in difference; rather, they are suas 
tions of it. " 

Something of the bearing of: the disjunction between 
absolute and. relational identity on the opposition between 
Hume dnd Bradley may be indicated if the following way: 
It has been pointed dut elsewhere that “The five major 
assumptions of: Hume’s’ epistemology would seem to be (1) 
that experience may be exhaustively.analyzed into elements; 
(2) that every simple idea is the copy of a simple impres- 
sion; (3) that resemblance and difference (taken “philo- 
sophically”) are neither qualifying predicates nor relations) 
(4) that what‘is distinguishable ‘is separable; .and: (5) the 
attraction of association.”’* 

In the same connection, it was pointed out that the 
second and fifth of these assumptions state the main content 
of the first, and also that thé third and the fourth assump- 
tions express Hume’s own view.of his so-called atomism in 
philosophy. For Hume held that the elements of his 

** Hume’s Theory of the Understanding, London, 1935, p. 218. 
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philosophy afe not connected by their being the same, or 
by théir being different. © 

This is to say that the resemblance of any simple ideas 
to each other is nat “a point or circumstance” distinct from 
the respective ideas themselves. Their resemblance is not 
“a common circumstance”; for it is in no wise’ distinct from 
those:very ideas. To ‘find that two simple ideas p1 and pe 
are resembling is to find that pr and p2 are the same in 
quality or character. In Hume’s view, this is to find that 
they are the same not in point of “fa common circumstance” 
that would be distinct from»those simple ideas, but rather in 
virtue of their being qualitatively the same in and of them- 
selves alone. 

Thus we: may see that for Hume “resernblance” means 
what is meant by the qualitative identity of simple ideas. 
A resemblance ,is any case of a qualitative identity (e.g., a 
perceived middle Q) that éxists in at least two cases‘of itself; 
and any case of a qualitative identity that exists in two ‘or 
more cases of itself is properly called a “resemblance’”’. 
This holds likewise of complex experiences. Experience 
MNOP, and experience P,QRST are resembling or the 
same in respect of their constituent P, for P is the same in 
P; and P,. Thus it may be noticed that Hume assumed that 
“resemblance” ‘designates a qualitative identity that is 
distributed in at least two cases of itself. And this is to assume 
that a single quality or character (e.g, perceived azurite) 
may be repeated in two or more cases of itself. 

Thus,:on Hume’s theory of resemblance, the elements of 
experience are intrinsically self-identical, and not what they 
respectively are by virtue of any context whatever. This is 
to say that those elements. (as distinguished from the 
“perceptions of the mind” which they contribute to con- 
stitute) are self-contained, each one intrinsically and in its 
own right. That is why, on this view, any difference is the 
mere “negation” of a resemblance. Consequently any com- 
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plex may. be analyzed into its elements without remainder, 
and without thereby altering those eleménts. ‘“‘Whatever is 
distinguishable is separable,” on this view, because wherever 
‘there is a distinction a separation may occur, For whatever 
is distinct from anything else is a distinct being whose 
identity is intrinsic, not relatiqnal. Since this self-identity is 
intrinsic or absolute, it is not alterable. No more is it con- 
tingent, in any, sense of the term. This is why, on Hume’s 
view, any distinct and therefore distinguishable element of 
experience is separable from any other. without the effect 
of any alteration whatever in either one. In virtue of the 
intrinsic self-identity of it, no element can be alteréd. And 
since resembling elements are no more than the qualitatively 
identical elements themselves, no analysis of a complex can 
either alter, or find anything above, the elements of the 
complex altered. 

We saw that Bradley denounces ds :quite fatuous any 
notion Of relations as “merely internal”. In that connection 
it was remarked in passing that Hume’s analysis of the basic 
philosophical relations of resemblance affords a good 
example of a “‘merely internal” relation. In this connection, 
we saw, Bradley .writes: ‘‘What (I ask next) should, on the 
other hand, be meant by a relation viewed as absolutely 
and merely internal? You, I presume, still in this case 
would continue to take the terms each one as, so far, 
in arid by itself real, and as independent absolutely 
of any whole that could be said to contain them.”* A 
quality as “ultimately and absolutely real’? would be a 
quality whose character or nature were quite self-con- 
tained. 

Any such entity would be what it is in virtue of itself 
alone. This is to say that it would be itself absolutely, not 
by virtue of any relations to anything ulterior to itself. If 
we take two such entities, and notice that their being 

’ * Collected Essays, p. 642. 
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“related” derives from and is exhausted by the respective 
entities therhselves, then we have merely internal relations. 
“Relations would be merely internal if, the terms being 
taken as real independently, each in itself, the relations 
between them (as.a class, or in this or that particular case) 
in fact arose or were due merely to the chatacter of the 
" terms as so taken.”* This viéw of the matter is.condemned 
roundly by Bradley-as a “ludicrous” if “natural” mistake. 

The theory of relations as merely internal to or exhausted 
in and by the terms that constitute a relation’could only be 
mistaken, in Bradley’s, view, because it fails to see that a 
relation, to be. at all, must be at once internal and external 
to its terms. A relation must be partially internal’ to its 
terms in order that it may. relate them: it must be partially 
external to them in order: that-it may be anything at all in 
its own right. 

Consequently, any theory of relations as merely internal 
is in stark opposition to the doctrine that is elucidated in 
the chapter Relation and Quality. ‘To be @ quality at all is to 
be distinct, and to be distinct is to be differentiated. This 
differentiation’ or relation contributes to constitute what it 
differentiates. So far, then, a.relation is: internal to its 
qualities. But no relation’ is internal merely. Any relation 
will to some extent fall between the qualities it differentiates. 
In. this respect a relation i is the third moment in the un- 
ending ‘fission that is process. The third moment is the 
middle term by which the fission is at once differentiated 
and mediated. We have seen that the necessary (though 
of course not sufficient) principle of this dialectic of quality 
and relation is that .the contradictory be identical with the 
contrary. That principle yields negation and identity as 
relational, or mediated by a third term. 

We have noticed that for Hume the identity of simple 
elements of experience is absolute. Any element of experience 

* Ibid. p. 665. « 
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either resembles or is different, from any other, and a 
difference is merely the: “‘negation” of a resemblance.. For 
Hume a resemblance is’ any qualitative identity that is 
distributed in at least,two cases of itself. Thus a resemblance 
is merely internal to or wholly exhausted.in its terms: it is an 
example of what Bradley calls a “merely internal” relation. 
Thus we may see how it is that Hume and Bradley stand on 


‘the opposite.sidés of the disjunction, between absolute and 


relational identity: ; 
Since this point would seem, to be easily accessible, it-is 
the more surprising that it is so frequently slurred over, or 
missed: altogether. As a recent example of this, consider the 
following statements made by Professor H. H\ Price. “I now 
turn to the contention, that Hume errs by being an Atomist. 
This is an even more extraordinary, muddle, and I shall-not 
attempt to unravel it in detail. I will simply ask, what is 
the positive alternative to Atomism? What do non-atomistic 
philosophers assert? I suppose they assert that what we are 
aware of is always a continuum of some sort, a continuous 
stream of events, or of presentations, or what not.”* Now 
this is indeed .an- extraordinary muddle. One would have 
thought that in Oxford it would be remembered that 


“what (some) non-atomistic philsophers assert” is monism, 


and a ‘monism tlt derives from the internality of relations. 
For those who identify the ‘contradictory and the contrary 
Hume’s atomism ‘is, perforce an error, as is the logical 
atomism ‘of every other thinker for whom A is not both A 
and not-A. The Bradleian dialectic: condemns) Hume’s 
atomism and all logically cognate doctrine ‘as a sin against 
the very principle of thinking. This condemnation may be 
mistaken; the principle it would defend may entail difficul- 
ties of a very discouraging nature; but it is anything but 
muddled. Bradley knew what he was doing. And he carried 
it through to the bitter end of Ultimate, Doubts. 

* Philosophy, Vol. XV, No. 57, p. 27. 
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To see that absolute identity and relational identity are 
wholly opposed is to see that neither Bradley nor Hume 
is or could be a refutation of the other. For neither one of the 
two term’ of a disjunction is a ‘refutation of the other one. 
It is open to Bradley to demonstrate his first principle of 
identity in differente if and only if the contradictory be 
identical with the contrary. For then and ‘only then will 
differences be mediated by a third term. 

The asserted identity of the contradictory with -the 
contrary can be known to be true if and only if the Law of 
Non-Contradiction is known to be invalid. How is this 
knowledge to be arrived at? Not by induction, surely. And 
any attempt to arrive at it by deduction could only beg the 
question. Since, according to the proponents of. it, identity 
in difference is the principle of all thought, perforce it would 
be the principle of: the extirpation of the Law of Non- 
Contradiction. And it is so employed as the 'two-edged 
discursus of a dialectic which seeks and claims to be self- 
justifying. The Law of. Non-Contradiction is held to be 
invalid not because it is inconsistent, but because it stands 
as an inane and sterile obstacle in the way of the fertility of 
dialectic. 

To this it must be replied that a method of elucidation 
may be 4s fertile as anyone likes to deem it, or cares to make 
it. This would recommend it to a man interested in elucida- 
" tion for its own sake. But it would not even tend to show the 
Law of Non-Contradiction to be invalid. The principle of 
identity in difference can be instituted only by assuming that 
the laws of thought are invalid, not by an-appeal to the 
dialectic that denies them. 

It has been pointed out above that absolute and relational 
identity stand opposed as the terms of a disjunction. We may 
be free to elect the one or the other; we may not adopt both 
without confusion. ‘There are those who suggest that any 
choice between these two disjuncts will be more or less 
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unconscious, and dictated almost entirely by: matters of 
temperament. As some men are born little Platonists and 
others little Aristotelians, so in some men. there is a predilec- 
tion for the relational dialectic of imagination, while others 
are bound by logic. 

‘It would seem to be fairly clear that no rational grounds 
for a choice between these disjuncts can be demonstrated 
a priori. The hackneyed point that you cannot contradict 
the Law of Non-Contradiction without thereby reinstating 
it is not free from confusion, and is of no avail at all against 
Bradley’s position. Bradley does.not first affirm the Law of 
Non-Contradiction and then turn around and deny it, 
thus to fall into contradiction. He deriounces what is to him 
no law but a delusion, and proclaims as basic to elucidation 
the Law of Contrariety.: This excludes the Law of Excluded 
Middle and affirms the reality of a middle term between 
any two beings. The oft-repeated point in question assumes 
(among other things) that any denial of the Law of Non- 
Contradiction will be a contradiction. Yet this is hardly the 
case. A denial may be the rejection of a proposal; not the 
unsaying of something previously affirmed by the person 
who rejects a proposal. 

Since the logic of contradictories, as distinguished from a 
dialectic of contraries, could hardly exclude the Law of 
Non-Contradiction, any attempt to fifid by or in logic 
grounds for a chdice between absolute and relational 
identity could only beg the question. For any such attempt, 
consistently carried out, perforce would involve the Law of 
Identity. 

No more is it open to a follower of Bradley to avail himself 
of the dialectic of contraries to prove’ the primacy of rela- 
tional identity. We have noticed that Bradley does not 
make the attempt. Rather, he denounces the laws of thought 
as tautologies; upon the assumption that to be a tautology 
is to be inane; and proceeds to identify the contradictory 
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with the contrary. Yet this is done without benefit of either 
logic or didlectic.. Clearly logic could nbdt sanction that 
union. No more could-the dialectic. For if ‘and only if the 
contradictory be-identical with the contrary is the dialectic 
of contraries valid. To appeal to that dialectic for a demon- 
‘stration of-the assumption that identity is relational could 
‘only beg the-question. : : 

So much, it may be objected, is even ‘obvious. And in 
some quarters it will be Urged that in the matter before ‘ts 
the touchstone of rational decision is supplied by experience. 
In the sentience that is perception or imagination the 
incipient workings. of the dialectic may be discerned. Once 
this process’has passed over into the stage of elucidation that 
is judgement, the inherent: logic of experience is made 
explicit to some extent. This logic is {as the coherence 
theory ‘of degrees. of reality and truth makes plain) self- 
fulfilling and self-fulfilled. Anyone who understands it at all 
will realize its justification’ to be internal—and riot a matter 
of “linear” demonstration. For the binding constraint of the 
relational way of thought derives from, the coherence of it 
with itself. And that self-coherence derives from the intern- 
ality of relations which‘is the essence of process or experience 
everywhere ‘and always. ‘ 

The appeal to experience, cohsidered so hard-headed and 
sensible by its proponents whether they be Idealists, ,Positiv- 
ists, Neo-Realists, Pragmatists, or members of other philo- 
sophical sects, is a hatdy and widely variegated perennial. 
Men have been appealing to experience for a long time. In 
her name they have castigated their opponents; men no 
less sensible than themselves, perhaps, who then replied in 
the,name of their experience. Thus Idealists pour scorn on 
the “atomism” of views of experience not their own. 
And those who seek to elucidate the content of their 
perceptions in terms of (say) sensa declare Idealists to be 
dim, thoughtless, or merely unintelligible. 
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Presumably it is fairly plain that to appeal to experience 
is to, appeal to it as it is understood in one way or another. 
There is more than a little evidence that some Idealists 
emphasize this point in the course of their criticism of their 
precritical oppanents. Those thinkers construed experience 
wrongly because they were imbued with an epistemology 
that is false. Now Hume’s conception.of experience, it may 
well be agreed, is crudely mistaken. This has.been made out 
on a score of grounds; grounds that are internal to Hume’s 
assertions in that regard, and have no connection with “the 
relational way-of thought”. Such criticism is one thing, and 
exigetical; but to argue that, the notion of impressions and 
ideas, or any other view, is false because contrary to Hegelian 
‘tenets, is another, and doctrinaire. Yet this is a practice to 
which some proponents of the Idealist dialectic are prone. 
They make the assumptions upon which the dialectic of the 
Phenomenology can be elucidated, and then proceed to 
establish those presumptions by showing that contrary views 
are not in accord with them. If and only if you adopt the 
relational view of thought may you correctly construe 
experience. For that is the only way in which you may 
construe experience in'accordance.with the relational way 
of thought. ' 

This questidn-begging procedure is not improved upon, 
of course, by those who use it on the opposite side of the 
disjunction ‘between relational and absolute identity. The 
assumption that experience consists of self-identical “atomic” 
consfituents, rather than -“relational situations”, is shot 
through with presumptions. The ‘main point is simply that: 
to appeal to a:doctrine about experience for grounds upon 
which to decide between fogic and dialectic is perforce 
futile. The validity of the Law of Non-Contradiction could 
hardly be made out by any appeal to the conception of 
experience that is developed in the Phenomenology. No more 
could the dialectic be justified by any one or more of the 
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conceptions of experience which thé relational way of thought 
denies. In short, either you adduce an empiricism that is jn. 
accord with logic, or that is in accord with the dialectic, as 
the case may be, and so beg the question; or else you adduce 
a contrary empiricism, and so perforce miss the point of 
your attempted justification. 

Any appeal to the given can only beg the question for 
the other fellow. For it will assume that what for you is 
given (in the innocuous but quite wholesome sense made 
out by Professor Price) is likewise given for someone else. 
‘But in philosophy no one is obligated to décide’questions 
for the other fellow. And it is presumptuous or worse to 
make the attempt. If he is capable of following your-argu- 
‘ments, he is competent to make up*his own mind in taking 
basic decisions. 

It would seem that there is no rigorous means by which 
logic or Hegelian dialectic can justify—as distinguished 
from explain—itself to the other fellow. Each student of 
philosophy can only ask himself about the relevancé of the 
one or the other to what he himself: finds for examination 
and elucidation. To do this is indeed to appeal to experience. 
But it is to appeal to hjs own experience as being his owm, 
not as something that imposes a philosophical obligation on 
his fellow men. 

If a man finds in his, experience any two respects that 
‘are strictly the same, then he finds something that is incom- 
patible with ‘the conclusion of the dialectic of relation and 
quality that identity implies qualitative difference. We*have 
seen above (chapter VIII) that if identity implies qualitative 
differencé, then every difference, however slight, is unique. 
Thus no two experiences could be strictly the same in any 
respect; for every experience would be unmatched in every 
respect. It might be suggested that the difference between 
this case of perceived middle C and that one is infinitesimal— 
in some rather ambiguous sense or other of that term. This 

186 


Relational and Absolute Identity 


would be a singularly inappropriate suggestion in this con- 
nection. For the differences that are relations are constituent 
‘differences. They are actual differentiations in sentience, not 
ideal distinctions. If identity implies qualitative difference, 
tHen no two experiences can be strictly the same jn any 
respect. 

Protagonists of the relational way of imagination are 
‘constrained by doctrine to deny that any two experiences, 
whether perceptual, imaginative, or intellectual, are. in any 
respect the same. This is to say that for these protagonists 
every experience, however comprehensive or merely tenuous, 
is quite unique. To be sure, they sometimes deal with this 
stark consequence by Saying that every experience is in part 
unique. But then the parts that would not be unique or 
unmatched, would be thatched by something else. And this 
would fly in the face of the conclusion that identity implies 
qualitative difference. The doctrine of relational identity 
is categorical; it admits of no exceptions. That is why it can 
only be rejected by anyone in whose consciousness there are 
ever two or more experiences'that are in any respect strictly 
the same. 
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